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PROCUREMENT OF EQUIPMENT FOR MARINE CORPS 
TACTICAL AIRFIELD S

TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 1964

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Military Operations Subcommittee 

of th e Committee on Government Operations ,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 
1501-B, Longworth Office Bui lding, Hon. Chet Holifield (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Prese nt: Representatives Chet Holifield, Edward  A. Garmatz, W il
liam S. Moorhead, William J. Randall, R. Wal ter Riehlman, and 
Frank J. Horton.

Also present: Herbert  Roback, staff administra tor; Paul Ridgely, 
and Robert McElroy, investigators; and Raymond T. Collins, minority 
staff.

Mr. H olifield. The subcommittee will be in order.
The purpose of the hearings  today and tomorrow is to discuss cer

tain procurement and management problems identified by our staff 
in a review of the Short. Airfie ld Tactical Supp ort Program, usually 
called by the abbreviated term, SATS. The Marine Corps is the 
user, and the Navy is the buyer of the equipment. Other agencies 
also are involved in particu lar aspects.

We have today before us representatives of the Bureau of Naval 
Weapons, the  Marine Corps, the Air Force, the Army, and the De
fense Traffic Management Service. We will t ry to make this hearing  
as informal as possible, and let me say in behalf of the subcommittee, 
tha t I  appreciate  the  help and cooperation which you gentlemen and 
others have given us in developing the subject m atter and identifying 
the problem areas.

We have no ax to grind, and we are not pleading  any case except 
tha t of the  U.S. Government. We want to be sure tha t the Govern
ment’s interests  are properly  protected, and that,  in line with Pres i
dent Johnson’s approach to defense spending, we are getting  full value 
for the substantial dollars invested in this  program.

The staff has prepared a preliminary re port of its investigation and 
has formulated some findings and recommendations which are  before 
the subcommittee as proposals. As I stated in my letter giving notice 
of these hearings, we welcome any suggestions in the interests  of 
accuracy and clarity,  and, of course, we want  to present to the Con
gress a sensible, balanced report, I believe th is is the  fi rst time tha t 
the SATS program has been reviewed in some detail by a congres
sional group.
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I understand. Admiral Fawkes, tha t you have a brief opening sta te
ment and some comments or suggestions which you wish to make on 
the staff report. Perhaps that will be a useful way to commence the 
hearings.

The testimony today and tomorrow will be considered by the sub
committee in preparing our final report. We hope that  witnesses will 
testify to the facts frank ly and completely. If,  for security or other 
reasons some data is sensitive and cannot be discussed in open session, 
we will expect you to so indicate and we will decide whether later 
executive sessions are necessary.

Admira l Fawkes, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. EMERSON E. FAWKES, ASSISTANT
CHIEF FOR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUA
TION, BUREAU OF NAVAL WEAPONS; ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT.
DANIEL K. WEITZENFELD, DIRECTOR, NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING
LABORATORY, NAVAL AIR  ENGINEERIN G CENTER; CAPT. HER
BERT N. HOUCK, SHIP INSTALLATIONS OFFICER, BUREAU OF
NAVAL WEAPONS; COMDR. CHARLES L. GILLIS, CONTRACTING
OFFICER, NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING  CENTER; THOMAS P. WIL 
KINSON, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR, SHIP INSTALLATIONS OFFICE,
BUREAU OF NAVAL WEAPONS; AND MA J. GEN. LOUIS B. ROBERT-
SHAW, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR AIR,  U.S. MARINE CORPS;
ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOSEPH L. WARREN, AVIATION LOGISTICS
AND MATERIAL BRANCH, HEADQUARTERS, U.S. MARINE CORPS;
AND LT. COL. RUSSELL L. STONEMAN, SHORT AIRFIELD FOR
TACTICAL SUPPORT PROJECT OFFICER, U.S. MARINE CORPS

Admiral F awkes. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, 
1 am Rear Adm. Emerson E. Fawkes, Assistant Chief for Research, 
Development, Test, and Evaluation in the Bureau of Naval Weapons.

I have wi th me this morning Maj. Gen. L. B. Robertshaw, USMC, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for A ir; Capt. D. K. Weitzenfeld, Director of 
the Naval Air Engineering Labora tory (Ship  Instal lations), Ph il
adelphia: Col. Joseph Warren of the Marine Corps; Capt. H. N. 
Houck, Ship Instal lations officer of the Bureau of Naval Weapons; 
Comdr. C. L. Gillis, contracting officer for the Naval A ir Engineering 
Center, Phil ade lphia: Lt. Col. R. L. Stoneman, SATS project officer 
in the USMC: and Mr. T. P. Wilkinson, Plans  and Programs Assistant 
in Ship Installa tions Office at the Bureau of Naval Weapons.

We are pleased to appea r before you this morning in response to 
your request to discuss the history of the development and procure
ment of the short airfield for tactical support, commonly known as 
SATS.

This is a very high-priority program designed to produce a support 
system for the Marine Corps that will provide all-weather tactical 
aviation support in advanced base areas.

The Bureau of Naval Weapons has lead technical cognizance under 
my direction.

The research, engineering, development, test, and procurement is 
done a t the Naval Air Engineering Center, Philadelphia,  under the 
direction of Captain Weitzenfeld.
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The Marine Corps is the ul timate  user of the  equipment and works 
closely with the Bureau of Naval Weapons and with the Engineering 
Center at Philade lphia to insure that  our developments will fulfill 
operational requi rements.

We expect successful completion of the basic system this year.
This will provide the Marines with a major weapon support system 

for limited war and will improve significantly ou r military capability 
for quick reaction to threat or use of force.

The SATS concept is not new. I t is basically the provision of a 
carrier flight deck ashore, using the carrier technique of catapulting  
and arres ting to compensate for restricted  runway length. The land
ing aids, navigational aids and other ancillary equipments are adapta
tions of shipboard items and techniques.

Landing on a carri er or on SATS involves the same basic pilot 
skills and disciplines so tha t retra ining  is minimal. Although its 
predecessors were called by other names, attempts to implement this 
concept have been underway for years. The effort was unsuccessful 
because of limita tions in the a rt of building very h igh capacity equip
ments at a reasonable weight that were truly  transportable, in  I960, 
however, we entered into a contract which involved a new approach 
to catapults and arres ting gear.

The knowledge we gained convinced us that true development of the 
tactical system was possible. At the same time the Marine Corps had 
been developing tact ical concepts for  the use of SATS, even though 
they were forced to use equipments not designed for tha t purpose.

With the breakth rough in the art, and with the acceptance of  the 
Marine tactical concept, the program was launched about 2% years 
ago, at high prior ity with emergency funds. We expect to complete 
all the basic research, development, and procurement of the first 
operational systems this summer. We plan to continue an im
provement program to fur ther  develop the SATS equipment.

In about 2% years, then, we have moved from concept to initial  
deliveries of operational hardware. We have done this within the 
resources originally allocated to the program. In moving this fast, 
there have been many hard  decisions to make. There have been, in 
our own house, honest differences of opinion among the management 
bureau, the development laboratory, and the user. These differences 
have been resol ved and the program now appears successful.

We appreciated your courtesy in furnish ing us copies of the pre
liminary staff report on the procurement of SATS equipment. Our 
review indicates tha t the staff has explored in depth the actions tha t 
have been taken and has presented them well. We had some suggested 
clarifying details which I understand were furnished to you yesterday.

Before you ask questions of us, we would like to have General 
Robertshaw make a brief  statement.

General Robertshaw. I am Major General Robertshaw, Deputy 
Chief of Staff (Air) USMC.

Admiral Fawkes has summarized the SATS situation very nicely. 
I concur with his remarks. However, I  hasten to add tha t there are 
bound to be new differences of opinion as we go on with the SATS 
program—honest as always, but nevertheless they will come up as we 
progress into new and unforeseen problems. No one has the corner 
on all the answers to SATS. Only freedom of expression can assure 
full consideration of this rath er complex project by all concerned.
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One need  only  to examine the pauc ity  of  sui tab le je t airf ield s in 
the most poss ible areas of dep loyment t hrou gh ou t th e world  to  realize 
how im po rta nt  t he  SA TS  capabil ity  is to the readiness  of  our  forces .

I  hav e on ly been in W ash ing ton  since  the  middle o f Oc tober . Th ere
for e, there is much I  do not know  about SA TS . In  fac t, I  have  
lea rne d a gr ea t dea l abo ut it  fro m the very fine preli mi na ry  staff re 
po rt  pr ep ared  fo r th is  subcommittee.  How ever, Colone l W arren,  
ou r av iat ion  insta lla tio ns  and logistics officer, and Lieu ten an t 
Colonel Stonem an,  ou r SA TS  proje ct officer, are  int imate ly con
nec ted wi th  the  matt ers in whi ch you are  pa rti cu la rly  inte rested. 
We a re he re to co operate  wi th you ful ly.

Mr. H olifield . Th an k you very much, Gen era l. As the  Ch ai r 
ha s said,  our  in ter est  in  thi s is to  e xplore the me thods of procurement . 
We realiz e th at th ey  are  com plex  a nd  th at  the  com mitt ee does not  have 
all  the  wisdom  on th is m att er.

We feel  like  we are  pa rtn er s wo rk ing toge ther  in  thi s, ra th er  t ha n 
antag onists. We  sha ll exp lore  the issues in th at  fra me  of mind.

Now, because thi s is  a complex mat te r and because the  st aff has  h ad  
it  u nd er  con sidera tion fo r be tte r th an  2 months, havin g done  a grea t 
dea l of work on it  as our preli minary staff d ra ft  there  shows, I  am 
go ing  to ask Mr. Roback and  Mr.  Ridgely  to proceed with a line of  
quest ion ing  based upo n ce rta in  find ings and  conclusions which  the 
staff has made but  which h ave  no t been accepted  as yet by the subcom
mittee no r the fu ll committee. I  wa nt  th is to be understood.

Mr.  Roback,  you may st ar t wi th  t he  f irs t line of  questions.
Mr.  R oback. Mr.  Ch airma n, among  the  points wi th which we are  

concerned were  di fferences  of opinion amo ng the  Government  p ar tici 
pa nts . Now, thes e diffe rences of  opinion undoubted ly are  honest,  
bu t sometimes disconcer ting . For  exam ple,  the Ma rine Corps  as the 
user of  th is equ ipm ent  ha s been on occasion confr onted  wi th  equ ip
me nt it  did no t want.  Pr ob ab ly there ou gh t to be an op erat ing ru le 
th at  the  use r should not  be given equ ipm ent  th at  he does no t want. 
Th e Marine  Corps  s upposedly has a glimm er of  wh at  k ind  of  equ ip
me nt it  needs. I  r ef er  specifically to the procure me nt of th e Co nvair  
mat tin g,  which, as we un de rst an d it, was pro cured  ag ain st the reco m
mendatio ns,  or  cer tainly  aga ins t the wishes of the  Ma rine Corps  
users.

Can you address yours elf  to th at , Adm ira l Fa wke s?
Adm ira l F awkes. We ll, f irst,  I  would  like to say, sir , th at  we a lwa ys 

have many, ma ny  diffe rences of  opinion and m uch exchange o f opinion 
between t he  consumer, the o pe rator on the  one  han d and  t he  p rod ucer,  
th e m ater ia l or  technical  b ure aus on th e othe r h and. Th ere  is  a lways 
th is  co ns tan t int erpla y.  Th is deb ate  focuses at tenti on  on the  issues 
and leads us to  m aking  us ually  th e b est  ov era ll decis ions  in  t he  design 
and deve lopment of  the h ard wa re.

Now, there have been many,  ma ny recommenda tion s in the requ est 
of  the Mari ne  Corps  in th e are a of  the SA TS  equ ipm ent  th at  hav e 
been  ap pli ed  con structively  and pos itively , and  hav e helped  make , 
he lpe d u s m ake  th e b est  decisions wi th rega rd  to the  desig n chara cte r- 
ist ict s of  t hi s ha rdware. There  are a few reques ts and  recommenda
tions  of  the  Ma rin e C orps  which were list ened to, conside red seriously, 
an d no t imp lem ented or  not  fu lly  imp lem ented.

Th e Co nvair  m at ting  or  the no t acc epting the recommenda tion  to 
stop the p roducti on  of C onvair m at tin g is one  o f these. Th is decision
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was made by Ca ptain  W ietzen feld, the  D ire ctor  of the  La bo ratory  in 
Ph ila de lphia,  wi th  the knowledge  of  the Bu rea u of Naval  We apo ns 
an d the  kno wledge o f the  M arine  Corps  even tua lly.  We  d id  not  elec t 
to  overrule him. In  effect, we concu rred in his  overa ll judg men t in 
ma kin g th e decision.

I f  I may , I would like  to de fer to Ca ptain  Weitzenfeld  to describe  
his  line  of rea soning.

Mr. Roback. Le t me r es tat e the  issues  be fore  the  capta in comments 
here .

Would you agree t hat  in the  cases w here the  u ser  does n ot want the  
equ ipm ent , to pro cure such  equ ipm ent  in subs tan tia l quantiti es,  pr o
duc tion  quantiti es,  ough t to be done  only un de r the mos t com pel ling  
and unusu al circ umstan ces  and only upo n appro va l of the  hig hest 
au thor ity ? Especia lly  when the use r does no t wa nt the  equ ipment.  
Would you ag ree  with th at  as a general  pro posit ion  ?

Ad mira l F awkes . As a gen era l pre mise, yes, s ir ; I  would agree.
Mr. Roback. Wherein do thes e circum stan ces  diff er f rom  the ge ner al 

pro posit ion  ?
Ad mira l F awkes. I t  differs in conside rabl e degree,  sir , in th at  due 

to  t he  h igh pr io rit y of th is  prog ram, we ha d com pet ing  research and 
development  in  many of  th e cri tic al area s, matt ing s, the  c ata pu lts , the 
ar re st in g gear  in pa rti cu lar. In  order  to supp ort the  com pet ing  R.&D. 
in the  ca tapu lts  and t he  ar re st in g gear , it  w as also necessary  to  proc ure  
sizable q uanti tie s o f m at tin g to be used in the  te sts  of t he ca tapu lt and 
th e ar re sti ng  gea r. Ac cor din gly , sizab le quan tit ies  of mat tin g were  
un de r pro cur em ent fro m the two develop ers of the  mat tin g,  Ha rvey  
Alum inu m a nd Conva ir.

Mr.  Roback. Th is was m ore th an  a tes t requirement . You wer en’t 
buying  $2 ^  mi llio n w orth o f test ing eq uipment ?

Ad mira l F awkes. Yes, si r;  in to tal  am ount it  was beyond  tha t. I t  
was, I th ink,  the equ iva len t of about one SA TS  field un de r procure
me nt fro m Convair.  So the recommenda tion  of  the  Ma rine Corps , 
when they decided th at  th e Ha rvey  Alum inu m AM -2 m at tin g was the 
winner and sho uld  be sta nd ardiz ed  on was to stop the pro cur ement , 
the production o f t he  other m att ing, the  C onvair m att ing. Th is w as in  
abo ut A pr il of 1963,1 believe, M arc h an d A pr il o f 1963.

Mr.  Roback. Bu t your  decision to pro cure th is  mat tin g,  you say, 
was made fo r t es t a nd  evaluat ion  pur poses  ? We  were given to un de r
sta nd  th at  th is was because of some emergency which ap pa rent ly  the  
Ma rine C orp s was no t concerned about, bu t the des ign ag ency w as con
cerned  about.

Ca pta in W eitzenfeld . May I  spe ak to  that , Adm ira l ?
Ad mira l F awkes . Yes.
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . The Co nvair  ma t was or ig inal ly  boug ht  in 

the sp rin g of  1962 as at  th at tim e ha ving  the  gre ate st possibil ity  of 
ful fill me nt to the Marine  Corps  req iurements. As a m at te r of fac t, 
du ring  th is per iod  of develop men t, the Ha rvey  com pan y ha d kind  o f 
stopped in th ei r develop men t a nd  i t was no t un til  la te r in the summer 
th at  the y came up  with the  idea th at  resulted la te r in the  AM -2 type 
mat. Ac tua lly , the  go-a head f or  the ame ndm ent  to t he  Ha rvey  research  
contr act  a t th at  time  was a s a bac kup to  the C onvair m at. We  bought— 
when  we bo ugh t the  Co nvair  ma t—we b ought not only  an  ai rfie ld, no t a 
complete air field bu t a st rip of  m at tin g fo r evalu ation  purp oses , bu t 
we bought a productio n system.

30 -5 51—64------ 2
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This was a unique application  of airc raf t sandwich material tech
niques to produce matting.

And the contract bought tools and paid for the materials as well 
as the know-how and so forth, to set up a translato r or production 
line to produce this mat.

As time went on, we determined tha t the matting originally made 
under the Convair development effort where the core of the matt ing 
was wood, to get to the strength  performance requirements, we had to 
go to somewhere in the order of 9 pounds per square foot to pass the 
test.

At this point, and this was in the la te fall,  early  winter of  1962, the 
Marines said, “This is much too heavy.” And actually the AM-1 
matting, which was a Fenestra-developed mat, came along at tha t time 
and it passed the test  weighing in the order of 7.5 pounds per square 
foot.

So the  wood core mat for Convair was discarded and the Convair 
contrac t was stopped—all production was stopped in the Convair mat 
program.

Convair a t that time came up with an advanced idea to put an a lu
minum core into this sandwich construction. This appeared to weigh 
in the  area  of 6.8 pounds per  square foot. We made up some cores— 
we passed some cores which tested at this weight and it looked very 
good.

At about this same time, Harvey was producing their first AM-2 
matt ing which is a large extruded section. We were running many 
tests simultaneously a t Vicksburg du ring th is period of time. In late 
February  and March of 1963, we were concerned with the problem of 
the AM-1 matt ing and the tail hook tearing this up. AM-1 matting 
is made of small extrusions which are welded together to make a 2- 
foot mat. The AM-2 is a large extrusion and it  has a smooth surface. 
We put these down at Bogue Field and -we actually made touch and go 
landings with F-4 airc raft  which is our large Navy fighter. It  did 
just that. It  tore up the AM-1 matt ing because it knocked all the 
welds out. The AM-2 matting performed very well.

The Convair mat ting we had down there to test the surface. It  was 
a wood core and we were not testing the strength . As a matter of fact, 
we took some mats that we had had at Vicksburg under test and put 
them at Bogue Field. We had some connection problems on this 
matting which subsequently was redesigned.

Mr. Roback. When was the production contract  for this matting 
entered into ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. The first production contract which went 
to Butler was entered into the 18th of March, 1963.

Mr. Roback. I am talking about the Convair contract.
Captain W eitzenfeld. That was the 7th of May, 1962.
Mr. Roback. When did the Marines first express their disinterest 

in this  matting ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. They expressed their disinterest around 

October of 1962, bu t it was specifically because of the weight of the 
matting.

Mr. R oback. What was the design agency’s re tort to tha t?
Captain Weitzenfeld. We agreed and we discarded the 9-pound 

mat ting completely.
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Mr. H orton. Could I ask a question here, Mr. Chairman?
Mr. H olifield. Mr. Horton.
Mr. Horton. Up to the time you discontinued the Convair contract, 

how much money had been expended ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. I am sorry, sir; I don’t know that. I will 

furnish that for the record, if you wish.
Th e fig ure re qu es te d is $754,000.
Mr. Horton. What was the total amount of the contract?
Captain  W eitzenfeld. About $2i/> million.
Mr. H orton. Had most of that  been expended at tha t point?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Quite a good bit of it had, because much 

of this money went into tools to make this production line we talked 
about.

Mr. H orton. Are those tools, the  production line process, available 
for subsequent aluminum core in the AM-2 ?

Captain Weitzenfield. No, sir; they can be used for any sandwich 
type construction, but they cannot be used for the AM-2 type. It  is 
made in an entirely different way.

Mr. Horton. In other words, for this program, that production 
process is of no value.

Captain 'Weitzenfeld. As of right now, t hat  is true , yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Do you have any o ther use for tha t process?
Captain 'Weitzenfeld. Possible use, yes, sir. There are other mat

ting programs in being tha t might possibly use that. It  is Government- 
owned tools and it might possibly use that.

Mr. H orton. Do you have a breakdown of the $2.5 million tha t you 
can allocate to the processing procedure ?

Captain  W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir ; I can furnish you that.
Mr. Horton. Thank  you.
(The figures requested follow:)

Tot al  co ntr ac t,  $2,650,918.
To ol ing cost,  $1,425,498.
Mr. Hoback. What was the consideration, Captain, which went 

into having this contract negotiated with Convair? Why did you 
not throw it out on the market for bidding like you did on other 
contracts ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Well, we go back a little  furthe r. We went 
out on the market for the research and development contracts and we 
selected, as I  recall, three contractors—Harvey, Convair, and I think 
All-American was the other one. The All-American dropped by the 
wayside somewhere along the way.

Convair matting,  thei r idea was basically the sandwich idea, so 
it was an extension of their actual work tha t they had done.

Mr. Roback. Are you saying, then, in the  case of Convair, this  was 
rather pecul iar to the developer, but in the case of the Harvey matting 
which went into, let’s say, advertised procurement shortly thereafter 
or about the same time, tha t was not peculiar to the developer.

Is tha t the contention ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir. The Harvey ma tting was developed 

by Harvey as in the same case with  Convair, it was with a contrac t 
with the Government in which all right s were vested in the Govern
ment.



8 EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RIN E CORPS TACTICAL AIR FIELDS

We pa id  fo r all  develop men t costs.
Mr . H oback. Excuse me. You mean in  th e case of  C onvai r, you did  

no t pay fo r a ll th e development costs and th ey reserved the  p ro pr ie ta ry  
rig hts?

Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . No, si r;  we pa id  fo r all the  developmen t 
costs of Co nvair  as well a s Ha rve y.

Mr. E oback. But  in the  case of  C onvai r, you neg otiated with them 
fo r follow-on pro duction , and  in the case of  H arve y,  you decided thi s 
was r ipe f or  an  ad ver tised pro cur em ent on th e marke t. Is  tha t rig ht?

Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. I t  is a lit tle  deeper  than t ha t, si r.
The Convair  was neg otiated, as I say, not fo r a rea l pro duction 

con tract,  fo r an e valuat ion  st rip . We  may  have done th is prem atu rely, 
because  we had ind ica tions th at  th is was the  way  to  go but to do it 
under any  cost effectiveness, we ha d to have a pro duction  line. So 
basically, we were nego tia tin g a lon g leadt ime item  to  get a p rod uction 
line sta rte d on th is s and wich- typ e m at,  knowing  th at  w ith  th is prod uc 
tion line,  we could  pu t any  kin d of  core in the  sandwich  to meet our  
requ irem ents . Th e Ha rvey  m at, we bought in the developmen t some
where in the  orde r of  40,000 or 50,000 square  fee t of  mat tin g which 
was used in the  same sense fo r eva lua tion. For the  Co nvair  ma t, 
we did  not hav e any specifications. We  d id no t know exa ctly  w ha t we 
wan ted, exce pt tha t we w ant ed a sandwic h m at  and  we were not exactly  
sure  wh at the  core w ould  be, a lth ough  we h ad  indica tions th at  it migh t 
be successful.

Mr. E oback. W ha t was the  tim ing of  the contr ac t which was ad 
ver tise d fo r AM -2 mat tin g in rel ati on  to the  Conva ir con tracts? 
W ha t was the  tim ing  ?

Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. Th e Convai r, remember, was in May of 1962. 
The first AM -2 contr ac t was signed in the  mid dle  of Ma rch—it was 
the  12th or  13th of March in 1963. An d in the  summer of 1962 was 
when Ha rvey  came up with  the  idea  of  thi s new ext rud ed mat.

Mr.  E oback. By the  fal l of 1962, the Ma rines had said  they did  not 
wan t the C onvair matt ing .

Ca ptain  W eitzen feij). We ll, I  th ink the y expressed th at  the y did  
not want 9-pound mat . Tha t is w hat  the y did  not wan t and  we cou ld 
not a gree  w ith  them  m ore. There  was no argume nt about the  weigh* 
As  I say, we stopped the  contr act  at  t hat  t ime to  see i f we could not 
come u p with a pe rfo rm ing mat of  a we igh t th at  was be tte r than  the  
AM -1 which, at  th at  time , h ad  passed the  pe rfo rmance tes ts.

Mr. E oback. The contr ac t was s top ped at wh at  time?  You ha d it 
stoppe d and the n you ha d a resum ption  of the  Convair  contract?

Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. Yes, si r;  it  s top ped in October of 1962 and 
it sta rte d—well, it stop ped  in 1962 and we sa id------

Mr. E oback. I t  w as stoppe d in Ju ly  of 1962; wa sn 't it?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. May I  check my note s?
Mr. E oback. Su re ly ; con sul t yo ur  r eco rds  and give  us the circum

stances of  why you sto pped t he  co nt ract  and w ha t was deve lop ing  then 
th at  caused you to  stop  i t.

Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. Dur in g th is  pe riod, we s top ped  i t a numb er 
of times. In  Ju ly  we stop ped  it  because some of  the  first bal sa and 
ma ple  core m at tin g did no t pas s th e tes t. Th en  the y made a good 
pre ssb oar d core, good in  the sense th a t it  pas sed  the tes t. Those  
tes ts were comp leted in aro und O ctob er. A t that  tim e we said no more 
wood core and  we stoppe d the p roducti on  of  any matt ing.
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Then under the R. & D. contract, which was still active, we asked them to investigate the cores and they came up with this aluminum core. They produced aluminum core about tha t time, give or take a few weeks. We tested tha t and it looked good. Then we authorized them to make a die to make the aluminum core in preproduction samples. They did tha t in about A pril of 1963, and I think the 26th of April  we had  finished our tests on that , it was 6.4 pounds per square foot and we said go ahead, complete your contract. However, we kept within the original cost of the contract. We allowed no overruns in the contract. As we went along, the fee diminished because of-----Mr. Roback. 6.4 pounds per square foot—was tha t within  the specifications ?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir; 5 to  7 was the requirement.Mr. Roback. Why did the Marine Corps still persist in not wanting  it and, in fact, say, “Tell us what  you want done with the stuff. We don’t want it .”
Is th at not what happened durin g that time ?Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Still you went ahead with a half year of the  cont ract; you resumed production with aluminum rath er than  the wood core; and then at the end the Marine Corps said, “Please tell us what to do with the stuff, we don’t want it .” Somehow it  does not seem to make sense.
Mr. H olifield. Could I inquire at this time for my own clarification ? T ou had stopped the  original contract which, as I understand it, was the one with the  wood sandwiching feature . You had stopped that.
Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. Was the  cont ract a closed end contract, money wise?Captain  Weitzenfeld. I do not understand.
Mr. Holifield. Was the original contract  with Convair for a certain amount ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. H ow much of tha t had been consumed in the wooden core item ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. A substantia l amount, because I  would say at least hal f of this money ended up in the production line. Tha t had gone on ahead, you see, up to this point.
Mr. H olifield. So then you had a small residue of money left in the contract ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. Did you have enough to finish out an aluminum mat—what do you call it? A “core”?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir;  we completed the contract and wo got 100,000 square feet of matt ing from the contract.Mr. Holifield. Was tha t enough for you to make an operational test on it?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, si r; it is now instal led at Twenty Nine Palms. It  has passed all its tests except the tailhook test. Tha t is still to be done.
Mr. Horton. Are you talking at this point about the Convair matting?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. This was a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract?
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Capta in Weitzenfeld. It  was a cost-plus-incentive, I  think.
Mr. Holifield. Then it was not a fixed amount at the beginning?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir ; it was a fixed amount a t the begin

ning. We had a target price and we obligated that amount of money. 
During the course of the contract, we determined we would not put 
any more money into it. So one of the features in April was tha t if 
we had terminated the contract at t hat  time, we would have ended up 
with a lot of tools and  no matting. For a relatively small amount of 
money, I felt tha t we should get 100,000 square feet of matting for 
whatever use we could make of it, for training and so forth. And 
without fu rthe r direction, this is the way we proceeded.

Mr. Roback. But  if you had terminated in Apri l 1963, you w’ould 
have saved probably the major portion of the  contract money.

Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir. I can furnish  you those figures, 
but I do not know exactly what tha t would be. I would not say the 
major  portion.

(The figure referred to follows:)
Fi ve  hu nd red and eighty  tho usan d do lla rs  rema ine d in April 19G3.

Mr. Roback. Supposing you terminated afte r the first cessation— 
furnish for the record what the  saving would have been.

Captain Weitzenfeld. I s t hat  afte r the wood core stopped and at 
the April poin t ?

Mr. R oback. Let ’s say both in Ju ly 1962 and December 1962.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. In Ju ly 1962, we did not have any mat at 

all.
Mr. Roback. Well, let’s make it in December 1962.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. I think that would he a better  point.
Mr. Roback. We are informed the saving would he about $1.4 mil

lion. You verify that.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Aye, aye, sir.
(The figure referred to follows:)
Sav ings are  $1.8 millio n.
Mr. Horton. Could I ask a question here ?
How much of the $2.5 million, if any, was involved with the R. & D. 

aspects, the early stages?
Captain Weitzenfeld. None. sir.
Mr. Horton. How much was involved in that, then ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. In the R. & D. ?
Mr. Horton. Yes.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Excuse me a minute. I cannot remember 

that.
Sorry, si r; we will have to furnish you that.
(The figure referred  to is as follows:)
Con vair R. & D. c on tra ct,  $752,743.
We had an R. & D. contract going along side by side. The R. & D. 

work was done in the R. & D. contract.
Mr. Horton. And that  was done by H arvey and Convair. I think 

you mentioned All-American at one time.
Captain Weitzenfeld. All-American had one of the original 

R. & D. mat contracts.
Mr. H orton. H ow f ar into the R. & D. program did All-American 

go?



EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RIN E CORPS TACTICAL AIRFIEL DS  11

Captain Weitzenfeld. Not very far,  because they—I do not remem
ber. It  was in the report, sir. Tha t was so long ago.

The original R. & D. contract  for Convair was $95,000. For All- 
American, it was $27,000 and for Harvey, it was $52,000. But there 
have been lots of changes since then.

Mr. Horton. As I understand it, the contract tha t you had with 
Convair following thei r R. & D. was a negotiated contract; is tha t 
righ t ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. It  was—yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Tha t is the $2.5 million contract ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Did there come a time when tha t was completely 

finished, that  contract ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Tha t is substantially finished r ight now.
Mr. Horton. When did tha t occur, the occasion when it was 

finished ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. November of 1963, approximately.
Mr. Horton. That  is when you got the 100,000 square feet?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Tha t is right.
Mr. Horton. And all the funds were exhausted under that program ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir . We traded, you see, the  changes 

for less matting.  The All-American contract was dropped because 
they recommended a sandwich mat similar to the Convair mat and so 
we let Convair then complete the mat program.

Mr. Horton. What consultation did you have with the Marine 
Corps at the conclusion of the R. & D. stage with respect to the 
Convair contract?

In other words, did you consult with them before you proceeded 
into the contract with Convair, the $2.5 million contract?

Captain  'Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. Wha t did they require with regard to specifications?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, the specs were still the same.
Mr. Horton. Five to seven ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Five to seven pounds and so forth.
Mr. H orton. Could you not reasonably have expected th at the 9- 

pound-per-square-foot was not going to be satisfactory?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir. Well, except tha t we had no other 

mat at the time and the specs, of course, are written  based on a hope. 
If  we can get within those specs, we have succeeded. But  if we can
not, then we have to take the best we can or  discard the system.

Mr. H orton. Was the Harvey research continuing the R. & D?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, s ir; during this period. As I  say, the 

Harvey had stopped because they came up with the small extruded 
mat tha t you welded together, which was similar to what Fenestra 
developed, which Fenestra developed on their own.

Mr. Horton. In other words, at tha t time you were satisfied there  
was no need to pursue the R. & D. phase with Ilarvey.

Captain W eitzenfeld. Until Harvey came in in the summer of 1962 
and said “Now we have a new idea,” which ultimately  ended up in 
the AM-2 mat that  we bought.

Mr. Roback. This Convair mat tha t was heavy, you say the only 
amount you have is for one airfield. It  was not  going to resolve any 
tactical problems and probably was not transportable anyway. You
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say it was usable for testing and evaluation. Now you say it was the 
only matting  we had.

Captain  Weitzenfeld. One of the beginning ideas in the mat ting 
program, which was important then and is not so impor tant now, 
was cube; one matting was 2-incli matting . So for  the same amount 
of matting the cube was not quite twice. Subsequent studies by the 
Marine Corps indicated tha t the cube was not as important as the 
weight. These studies, I think, culminated around the first part of 
1963 or the end of 1962.

Mr. Roback. While we are on the subject of Marine Corps studies, 
will you explain to the committee, Admiral Fawkes, what is the 
division of labor?

The Marine Corps started off with the development of this program, 
and it was transferred  to the Bureau of Naval Weapons and then to 
the Naval A ir Engineering Center as a unit  of the Bureau. But the 
Marine Corps, as we understand it, still was pursuing development 
or procurement programs afte r this transfer. Where do you divide 
the labor?

Admiral Fawkes. Well, I th ink, sir, I  have to generalize first. The 
Marine Corps and the Naval Operations are our two primary con
sumer, or operational, organizations. The materiel bureaus, the tech
nical bureaus, are parts  of the Naval Material Suppor t Establ ishment 
which are the producers. In general, both OpNav, the Navy, and the 
Marine Corps are dependent upon the Material Support Establ ish
ment for all of their  hardware, the research, development, and pro
curement. The Marine Corps, on the o ther hand,  is a producer orga
nization in certain peculiar Marine Corps equipment areas. The 
equipment and weapons which are peculiar to the Marine Corps in 
the amphibious warfare  operation are a fundamenta l responsibility 
of the Marine Corps.

Mr. Roback. SATS is a Marine-peculiar program.
Admiral Fawkes. Yes, sir.
Under  this division of labor, I  think the matt ing could go either 

way. You could call it Marine or you could call it Navy.
Mr. Roback. The question I asked is, Why is it that  both the Marine 

Corps and the Navy Bureau are procuring m atting  in an overlapping 
time ? Tha t is the question.

Admira l Fawkes. I was no t present at the time the decision was 
made.

Can you answer the question as to why it was decided? Or can 
you, Mr. Wilkinson ?

Captain Houck. I think—the matt ing for all services used to be 
bought by the Army, as I recall. This  has just been told me.

Mr. Roback. Is there any Marine Corps representative who can 
tell us what was the last procurement program for matting handled 
by the Marine Corps ?

Colonel Warren. I think  Mr. Wilk inson knows tha t. He has been 
longer in the program than anybody here.

Tom, do you know that? I know we did at one time buy some 
mat ting through Marine Corps channels. But it has been quite some 
time ago.

Mr. Wilkinson. If  I may, for a couple of sentences, go back. 
Pr ior  to acceleration of the SATS program, the Bureau of Yards and 
Docks in the Navy was responsible for matt ing—national airfield



EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RIN E CORPS TACTICAL AIR FIE LDS 13
matting, all matting . The ir capability  afte r World War II  disappeared. The Marine Corps in their  early work did  work with R. & D. contractors in the development of matting. As the result of a Bureau of the Budget review, Headquarters, Marine Corps was told to shed this responsibility to one of the technical bureaus, without specifying which.

At tha t time, we were working closely with the Marine Corps and the R. & D. of airfield matt ing was passed specifically from Headquarters, Marine Corps, to the  Bureau of Naval  Weapons. This was in about mid-1961. I cannot give an exact date, but say 6 months prior  to that, the Marine Corps made their  last procurement, M9-M2, and M9-M1 matting, so this would be in early 1961.
Mr. Roback. We have some indication tha t the Marine Corps made matting procurements in 1962. Is that not the case ?
Mr. Wilkinson. Yes, si r; they did.
Mr. Roback. What was the rationale for  tha t ?
Mr. W ilkinson. They had in 1961 been making procurements on matt ing as routine. At the time tha t the acceleration of the SATS program took place, we had a contrac ting problem in tha t our contract ing services in Philadelphia,  in a very few months, would not be able to process as many contracts as would lie required. We requisitioned this material from Headquarters, Marine Corps, and used it as a contract ing service.
Mr. R oback. Is a ll m atting  now procured by the Navy?
Mr. Wilkinson. Since that  time, all matt ing has now been procured by the Bureau of Naval Weapons.
Mr. Roback. How are you going to divide up the procurement of all 

other SA TS components ? Will some be assigned to the Marine Corps and some to the Navy, or all to the Navy ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. The decision made in the-----
Mr. Roback. Admiral,  are you fami liar with that,  how the procurement of the SATS program is going to be managed ?
Admiral F awkes. Not in every detail.
Captain  Houck ?
Captain  Houck. All the research and development has been done 

at Philadelphia  through the Bureau. Up until recently all of the procurement has also been done at Philadelphia.  About 2 weeks ago, or perhaps a l ittle  longer, the Marine Corps made the decision as to which arre sting gear they wanted in the SATS program. The pro
curement of this gear, if we had left it with Philadelphia  NAE L, in my mind would have taken longer to complete than the end of this fiscal year.

Mr. Roback. There might have been something else that  the Marines wanted ?
Captain Houck. You realize, sir, that  our money lapses at a certain date.
With this in mind and with conversation with the Headquarters, Marine Corps, we will use the Marine Corps services as a procurement agency for the SATS arrest ing gear. As far  as I  know, this is the first time this has been done with any of the major components.
Mr. Roback. I s this a special case ?
Captain Houck. The Marine Corps has procured things like vans and certain other equipment for the SATS program.
Mr. R oback. I s this a fiscal consideration or is this a timing consideration, or is this a question of efficiency ?

30-551—64----- 3
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Captain  Houck. This was str ictly a t iming  consideration.
Mr. E oback. If  i t were not fo r the time element, the Bureau would 

do the procurement ?
Captain  Houck. Tha t is the way i t was set u p ; yes, sir.
Admiral Fawkes. I think there is some elaboration involved here. 

We remain the technical bureau responsible for the hardware tha t 
is developed. But when it is fa irly well developed and comes to pro
curement, we use quite a few different purchasing officers or contract
ing officers. We use the Bureau itself, we use many of our field 
agencies, we use the Navy Procurement Office, Washington, or the 
Navy Procurement Office, Los Angeles, and so forth. In this case, 
we are using the Marine Corps purchasing of this to make this 
purchase, yes, sir, because they have the contracting capacity avail
able right now.

Mr. Horton. Along that, same line, is it contemplated tha t you 
will do or t rans fer to the Marine Corps any of the other procurement 
aspects of this program ?

Admiral  F awkes. Is tha t in the plan?
Captain  Houck. It  may well be, sir. The last major pro

curement in the SATS program is SATS catapult.  This has not 
yet been accepted by the Headquarters, Marine Corps. They are 
supposed to, as I  unders tand it, go up before the Marine authorities 
momentarily.

Mr. Horton. So you do contemplate-----
Captain  Houck. As soon as we know yes or no, we expect to  hold 

a meeting with all people concerned and determine which would 
be the best way to go on this.

Mr. Horton. Other than  that , tha t is the only one tha t you con
template at the present time?

Captain I Iouck. Yes, sir.
Mr. Eoback. Will you submit for the record an updated plan 

such as tha t you refe r to ?
Captain  Houck. Yes, sir, I will.
(The information referred to follows.)

Procuremen t plan f or SATS
Item

1. Arrestin g gear____________________________
2. Barric ade s_______________________________
3. Liquid oxygen/nitrogen gen era tor -----------------
4. Liquid oxygen/nitrogen tan ks_______________
5. Briefing and read y room van_______________
6. Maintenance vans_________________________
7. Maintenance shel ters  (portab le ha ng ar )---------
8. Meteorology equipment_____________________
9. Crash truck_______________________________

10. Weapons transp ort  trai le r__________________
11. Weapons tra ctor__________________________
12. Weapons loader__________________________
13. Weapons load er /tr ai le r_____________________
14. Adapters for ai r launched weapons----------------
15. Ready service weapons she lter s____________
16. Ca tap ult_________________________________
17. Airfield lighting___________________________
18. Visual landing aid s_______________________
19. Communications systems___________________
20. Pilot condi tioner and tra nspo rte r____________
21. Sta tic  case and dr ier  un it___________________
22. Sparrow  missile suitcase tes ter______________

Contracting agency
U.S. Marine Corps.

Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.
Do.

NAEC, Philadelphia.
Do.
Do.
Do.

Bureau  of Naval Weapons. 
Navy Purchasing  Office. 
USAF (MIPR ).
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Mr. R oback. We will go back to the  matting th at we were discuss
ing-

After the Convair matting, Harvey came in with a development 
item th at looked interesting to both the  Marine Corps and the design 
agency. Tha t was called AM-2 matt ing ; r igh t ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Then there was a decision to order a procurement 

quanti ty of this item, and you decided in  this case to go out on the 
marke t; is that  right ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. The aw’ard was made to the Bu tler Co. ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Do you recall tha t this was a negotiated or 

advertised procurement ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. This was a formal advertisement.
Mr. Roback. Now, one of the issues in the Butler production con

tract was a change in the specifications, which cost something like 
$346,000. What were the circumstances there ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, in the procurement process, we first 
set up a schedule of our procurement possibilities based on all of 
the things th at are involved in the  procurement.

One of the things we must first determine is the availab ility of 
adequate specifications to make a formal advertised procurement. 
We felt tha t we had adequate specifications. However, in order 
to make up our bid package and get our drawings and get them 
printed and so forth, we must freeze first the design and then we 
must freeze the package in order to meet some procurement date.

Now, this so-called freeze is not unilateral. We examine any 
questions or any suggestions or recommendations throughout the 
period from the freeze of the design right up to the opening of the 
invitation for bids.

In  this par ticu lar case we had, we thought, adequate information. 
We made up our drawings, we made up our packages and we put  
these out on the street. Af ter  the IF B was received by Harvey, 
they pointed out to us tha t there were some changes we had not 
known about in the thickness and the strength of this matting.  
The thicknesses concerned were in the rib and in the bottom area of 
the matt ing in that the procurement drawings did not represent 
the actual material under  test.

We decided—I decided—tha t we would not reopen the invitat ion 
for bid but tha t we would negotiate a change after the bid was 
awarded, since we had a basis for a competitive bid and tha t the 
negotiation was involved only in pounds of aluminum added to 
this contract.

We knew what this price was, approximate ly, and we felt tha t 
this negotiation would be the same, approximately the same, for 
whoever won this competitive bid.

Mr. R oback. This price difference was more than the difference in 
the original bids among several low bidders?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. It  may have been; yes, sir.
Air. Roback. Assuming for the moment tha t it  was, then there 

devolves on the procuring agency a responsibility to make sure tha t 
this is a circumstance which will not corrupt the integ rity of the 
original bid. If  you are just going to bid anyway and then make
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an adjustment later, you really do not have a bid. So it would be 
your responsibility to really  determine to  the best of your knowledge 
what the required specifications are in the first instance.

Now, did you know before the original bid invitation had been 
issued tha t these specifications had to be changed ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. You did not discuss th at with Harvey? Did Harvey 

ever discuss with you the specifications? Did they know the speci
fications? Did they write the specifications?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. The specifications were writ ten from infor
mation from H arvey; yes, sir.

Mr. Roback. Did Harvey tell you before the bid was issued that 
the specifications would have to be changed before a bid invitation 
was issued ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Not to my knowledge.
Mr. Roback. To the knowledge of anybody here?
Mr. Holifield. The Chair is at a loss to understand why you re

ceived specifications from any company tha t did not correspond to 
the actual ar ticle that was to be procured.

Captain Weitzenfeld. Let me go back. We had not yet completed 
all the tests on the AM-2 matting. Actually, our invitation for bid 
in this instance covered both AM-1 matt ing and AM-2 matting in 
various quantities and we did not complete our actual test work 
until 2 days before we opened the bids.

Mr. Holifield. Now, are you saying to me tha t you did not there
fore have a Completed set of specifications because your testing  was 
not completed ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. We did not have—possibly did not have 
an up to date, except the AM-1, we did; yes, sir.

Mr. Roback. We are talk ing about the AM-2, not the AM-1.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, we had to get some matt ing for the 

Marine Corps requirement. We knew the AM-1 would provide us 
performance, but it was heavy. So we went out with two kinds of 
matting. If  the AM-2 had not passed the test, we would have bought 
AM-1 matting.  We did this to gain time so tha t we could provide 
the Marine Corps with matting, a modern matting tha t would take 
the F-4H aircra ft.

Mr. Roback. On the record, was this premature  adver tising because 
the specifications were being developed up to the finish line ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir; i t turned out tha t it was not.
As I mentioned before, in any procurement we must be dynamic. 

We are  continuing even now to improve, to look at ways to improve 
all of our  equipment and the specs are dynamic.

Mr. Roback. The specs are dynamic, and the procurement officer 
always has the choice between deciding whether it should be adver
tised because the specs are firm or it should be negotiated because 
they are not.

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir. Tha t is one of the first decisions 
to make.

Mr. Roback. Now, when you were confronted with this situation, 
you say tha t you were convinced tha t this should be an advertised 
procurement because the specs were sufficiently firm ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir;  and would provide us with a 
competitive base.
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Mr. Roback. But it turned out t ha t you had to make a substantial 
change in the specifications.

Catpain  Weitzenfeld. Well, I  do not th ink it was substantial.
Mr. Roback. Well, at  least the cost was fai rly substantia l, $346,000.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. This specific one we are talking about— 

there were some other changes, but the one we are ta lking about actu
ally cost about $230,000, the rib and bottom changes. There were 
400,000 pounds of aluminum at about 50 cents a pound.

Mr. Roback. And together with other changes, the contract  was 
changed by $346,000.

Catpain Weitzenfeld. Yes, s ir; and this was due to some things 
we determined during  this period and I think  the changes were made 
sometime in April.  Some were pallet  changes and there  were some 
other discrepancy changes.

Mr. Roback. Our unders tanding is tha t the Bureau disagreed with 
the need for the change. Now, is that  the case, Mr. Wilkinson ?

Mr. W ilkinson. If  I  may correct the record just a bi t-----
Mr. Roback. Please do.
Mr. Wilkinson. The records will show that  we have knowledge 

tha t a change would be required in November or December which 
would precede the IF B.

Mr. Roback. This is a serious statement, now.
Mr. Wilkinson. Let me complete it, please.
Mr. Roback. All right.
Mr. W ilkinson. The drawings containing these changes in essence 

were submitted officially to the Navy afte r the IFB,  but prior to 
award of contract. Specifically, they were these streng th changes. 
The question would be was the knowledge available to the Navy 
prior  to the IFB in sufficient de tail to, a t that time, change the  IFB 
drawings and make them the final produc t in essence.

This I do not know.
Mr. Roback. Who got the information first ?
Mr. W ilkinson. Well, it is a long series of conferences, telephone 

calls, memorandums, and so forth. All these state, and your  committee 
has copies of most of these, is that a change was imminent. I t did not 
specify specifically what it was at tha t time. Knowledge tha t a 
change would be made existed prior  to IF B.

However, the Navy went on the road with the IF B with the best 
drawings available to them at that  time.

Mr. Roback. Why could not the  bid invitations have been extended 
for a week ? Is there any law against th at ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir ; there is no law.
Mr. Wilkinson. That is a matter of judgment.
Mr. Roback. Apparently the Bureau had access to this information 

and Captain Wietzenfeld didn ’t have access to it, according to his 
testimony.

Mr. Wilkinson. He said to his knowledge.
Mr. Roback. Well, to his knowledge. It  reposed somewhere in the 

Center, but not in the procuring officer. Is tha t wha t we are to 
understand ?

Mr. W ilkinson. The procuring officer would have no knowledge of 
any of this.

Mr. Roback. Captain  Weitzenfeld, you are the procuring  officer?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, si r: I am the technical man.
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Mr. Roback. You a re the man, though, who signs off on the speci
fications ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Was it kept from you, this impor tant information, 

tha t the invitat ion would go out even though there was knowledge 
somewhere in the Navy tha t the specs were not up to par, were not  
firm?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Not to my knowledge.
Air. Roback. Who was the procurement officer ?
Commander Gillis. I am, sir.
Air. Roback. Throw some light on this muddy situation.
Commander Gillis. Well, sir, they presented the purchase request 

to me with drawings and specs. I made up my bid package and went 
on the street. Afte r the opening, it was brought to my attention tha t 
there were changes in the specs to be made. I went ahead and did 
negotiate with Butler for the changes.

Mr. Roback. If  tha t informat ion had been brough t to you, would 
there have been any reason under the law or the sun th at you could 
not have amended the bid invitat ion to be sure tha t the spec was 
firm?

Commander Gillis. We could have amended; yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Somewhere there was a breakdown in communications, 

of up-to-the-minute communications, at least. Would you agree?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Excuse me. I did not quite understand that. As I 

understood it, the Procurement Office did have information.
Commander Gillis. No, si r; I did  not have information.
Mr. Horton. You did not have the information ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Horton. When did i t come to your knowledge?
Commander Gillis. After the bid was opened, sir.
Mr. Horton. If  it had come to your attention prio r to the time 

tha t the bid was opened, would you have changed the specs?
Commander Gillis. Tha t all depends, sir, on many circumstances.
Mr. Horton. Well, you have the knowledge now.
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. With the knowledge tha t you have now and consider

ing the time interval  tha t we are talking about, would you have 
changed the specifications ?

Commander Gillis. I might have, sir.
Mr. R oback. Which might have affected the disposition of the bids, 

too, as to wdio was the successful bidder.
Commander Gillis. I t might have, sir.
Air. Roback. Captain Weitzenfeld, do I unders tand correctly tha t 

the Harvey  specifications upon which the bid invitation was based 
were submitted to the Center or to the Bureau  in Janua ry?

I am talking about the corrected drawings which form the basis, 
which should have formed the basis, for the bid invitation.

Captain Weitzenfeld. No; th is was some time in February.
Mr. Roback. They were not submitted in Janua ry ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. No, sir.
Air. Roback. There is no record to establish when they were sub

mitted? Is there any way you can document when they were 
submitted ?



EQUIPMENT FOR MARINE CORPS TACTICAL AIRFIELDS 19

Capta in W eitzenfeld. I think the actual submittal, the knowledge 
of the specific dimensions, were brought to my attention afte r the 
bids were opened by the contractor—that  is, a fter  he received the in
vitation to bid, Harvey specifically looked a t the drawings and made 
a telephone call and said tha t there should be something else.

Mr. Roback. Well, did there come a time when Harvey submitted 
the revised corrected drawings as to what  they recommended to be 
the specifications ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir; we took this  over the telephone and 
we modified our drawings accordingly.

Mr. R oback. There was no submission by Harvey in wri ting ?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. There has been subsequently and I  can 

furni sh th at for the record.
Mr. Roback. You can furnish for the record the date when they 

were received and relate tha t to the date the invitat ion was issued.
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Ridgely. Captain , we were furnished in formation th at H arvey 

submitted interim drawings in  January 1963, which reflected measure
ments tha t ultimately were written into the Butler contract. The 
final drawings were not submitted until  February 1963. Now, is that 
the case, or is it not the case ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. As I  say, as fa r as I know, the information 
was received af ter the bids were on the street. One of the things th at 
I have to determine is the time involved in redoing all the drawings, 
repr inting all the drawings, submitting the package again to all the 
bidders who have asked for the package. We felt this would take 
probably 3 weeks or a month to do this.

(The information referred to follows:)
1. NAEL (S I) procurem ent drawings  completed J anuary  7,1963.
2. Inv ita tion fo r bid  was issued on F ebruar y 8,1963.
3. Approxima tely Febru ary  12, 1963, Harvey personnel called to s ta te  d raw ing 

dimensions were low.
4. Draw ings were received M arch 11,1963.
5. Bid opening March 12,1963.
6. Con tract  a ward to But ler, N156- 9̂91, fo r AM-2 matting, March 18, 1963.
7. Increase d web thick ness  by modification 1 of con trac t April 5, 1963.
Mr. Roback. The successful bidder and award recipient was Butler , 

right ?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. They produced this AM-2 ma tting which was the first 

advertised or production run of this Harvey-developed mat ting; righ t ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. In  the process of making this matt ing, they had to 

buy extrusions and they had to weld them and coat them with p las tic ; 
is tha t r igh t ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Atr. Roback. This plastic process is called f eroxing ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. The informat ion we have is th at the feroxing  process 

was faulty. Corrections had to be made. Would you describe tha t, 
sir?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Well, the feroxing didn’t stick properly and 
w’e sent a team out, including the Marines from the Development 
Center at Quantico, and we worked with Butler and solved this 
problem.
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Mr. Roback. How was the problem solved ? At some point in the production run ? Was there retroaction  or was this a matter of improving the th ing ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. It  was not a very serious matter, actually. It  was probably sporadic.
Mr. Roback. In other words, i t was something in the quality con-
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Some runs were good and others were not ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Very little was actually delivered in this condition.
Mr. Roback. Do you know today how many are faulty ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Numberwise, no, sir.
As a matte r of fact, some of  the first of this is a t El Toro on the ground and is working very well.
Mr. Roback. You don’t know certainly at th is stage in the game. Is there any specification for test or fixing requirement which governs feroxing?
Captain W eitzenfeld. We have a ferox test and a coat spec, not a specific test.
Mr. Roback. You don’t, for example, sample every 10th pallet for feroxing ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. The Inspector of Naval Material sets up a quality control center which NAEC insures is in action. This was caught rig ht in the beginning of the program.
Mr. Roback. Can you tell by a visual observation where there is a faul ty feroxing ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. You take a quarter  and scrape over the ferox matt ing and if  it won’t stick, it will come off.
Mr. Roback. So the inspector of the material can tell by-----Captain Weitzenfeld. Visu ally; yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. How far  into the production process was th is identified ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Right a t the beginning.
Mr. Roback. Who bore the expense of the correction ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Butle r Co. This was a fixed-price contract and they had to make it good.
Mr. Roback. Do you have any estimate of what the extra  costs were ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Are you stat ing for the  record, and are you sure, there weren’t any Government costs involved ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Outside of perhaps the extra inspection costs?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Administrative costs for our people. We paid for that.
Mr. R oback. You didn’t do any re troappl ication or referoxing?Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, the Butle r Co. did, but we did not. We did not accept some of this and they had to redo it. But there was no cost change in it.
Mr. H orton. Before we get too fa r away from the matter, I  would like to ask a few questions concerning this competitive bid.
What  was the date of the advertisement of the bids ?
Mr. Ridgely. February  8, Mr. Horton.
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Mr. Horton. That  is 1963 ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. That is the date of advertisement ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Wha t was the date the bids were opened ?
Captain  "Weitzenfeld. March 12,1963.
Mr. Horton. I think earlier, somebody testified that the test work— I think, Admiral, you testified or maybe it  was you, Captain , th at the test work was not completed and was only completed 2 days before 

the bids were opened.
Captain W eitzenfeld. Well, the decision was made 2 days—actually, I  think  I  was a little  wrong. The test was completed 3 or 4 days 

before.
Mr. H orton. Now, is it customary for the Bureau to advertise for bids before the test work is completed ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, s ir; because in this case, we were a dvertising one mat that  had passed the performance test.
Mr. Horton. When did tha t mat pass the performance test?Captain Weitzenfeld. In the fall, the late  fall.
Mr. H orton. Of 1962?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. In  the fall of 1962, the other contract with Convair was still going on ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. The R. & D. portion, yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. It  wasn’t R. & D., it was the------
Captain Weitzenfeld. Oh, Convair; yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. You didn’t terminate tha t unti l 1963; is t hat  right?Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Why did you open this bidding or why did you advertise and make this competitive and with the Convair, you made that  a negotiated bid?
Captain Weitzenfeld. We had, as I said, a competitive spec tha t we felt was fairly  good.
Mr. H orton. Tha t was different from what you had  with Convair?Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Admiral  F awkes. One was, in effect, the first production and the other was, in effect, the second production.
Mr. H orton. The Convair?
Admiral  Fawkes. The Convair was in effect the first production. The AM-2, this advertised competition we are talking about here, is in effect the  second production . That is, Harvey had made lots and lots of  the matt ing and then Butler had the first advertised production run and this is, in effect, the second one.
Mr. H orton. Would you be a l ittle  bit more specific, Captain, with regard  to the need for this matt ing by the Marine Corps? That is, the need that existed a t the time that you advertised in February of 1963? You indicated that this was one of the reasons you moved ahead, the need for matting.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, I  think  the  Marine Corps should answer that, sir.
Mr. Horton. Did you have any informat ion with reg ard to tha t ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, s ir; we had a directive that said buy mat ting of th is amount with this amount of money th is fiscal year.This was in the program.

30-551—64------ 4
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Mr. Horton. Without that directive, then, you would not have 
moved this fast  ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir—well, no; that is hard to say.
Mr. Horton. Do you think you were moving fairly fast on this 

advertisement ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir ; we were moving fast.
Mr. Horton. That is all.
Mr. Roback. Refe rring  to the price change in the contract  reflect

ing the specification change, we did not find th at informat ion in the 
contract files. Who is responsible for documenting the contract 
changes ?

Commander Gillis. I am.
Capta in Weitzenfeld. The contract ing officer.
Mr. Roback. Did you have a justification to work on ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Now, afte r the Butler—is the Butler contract fin

ished ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Deliveries are being made ?
Commander Gillis. It  will be, we think, finished up ear ly this sum

mer.
Mr. Roback. Are deliveries on schedule ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. On an adjusted schedule ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. What was the slippage due to ?
Commander Gillis. I  believe we extended the original delivery date 

by 30 days due to the change in drawings and so forth.
Mr. Roback. But there is no significant change in time ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. As fa r as your information is, the feroxing problem 

has been resolved; is that  right  ?
Who can answer that one ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, si r; I will answer that.
Mr. Roback. It  has been resolved. Then afte r this award, afte r 

this contract, the decision was made to buy additional quantities of 
AM-2 matting, which led to an award in November of 1963 to the 
Washington Aluminum Co., for certain numbers of pallets.

The contract was, as I  recall, $7.8 million.
Now, this contract evoked a  certain amount of concern and discus

sion as to whether the bidder was really in a position to perform. 
In  this case, two preaward surveys were made, is tha t right?

Commander Gillis. That is right.
Mr. Roback. Is that  unusual ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Why were two preaward surveys made ?
Commander Gillis. On a large award like this, it is normal prac

tice in my office to run a preaward survey. When I got the results 
of the  preaward  survey, there were some disagreements among mem
bers of the preaward team th at  Washington Aluminum could produce 
or could not produce. The Marine Corps requested the second pre
award survey.
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Mr. Roback. In  other words, you were responding basically to a 
concern on the part  of the Marine Corps and you were rechecking your 
survey team ; is that rig ht ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Did you have the same survey team or another one ?
Commander Gillis. Just about the same members.
Mr. Roback. But they were being given a chance to check up on 

any doubtful elements in their initial report ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. And the substance of the second repor t was to confirm 

the ir original conclusion that the award  ought to be made ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Without regard now to the question of the  bidder but 

with regard to the question of the  procurement, was this substantially 
the known requirements for matting up to now ?

Disregarding for the moment any fur ther plans or futu re require
ments, would this  fulfi ll substantially the known requirements ?

Mr. W ilkinson. Yes; for mat. The curren t plan as i t exists, this  
was the last major procurement.

Mr. Roback. This was the large procurement ?
Mr. Wilkinson. The large one.
Mr. R oback. Up to 90 percent of the  contract dollars would go for 

extrusions, is that right?
Mr. W ilkinson. Yes.
Mr. R oback. And there were only three sources for extrusion sup

plies, because the la rge presses that would make these extrusions were 
only in three places ?

Mr. W ilkinson. Yes.
Mr. Rooback. Now, in view of the fact this was a large contract, and 

in view of the fact th at the extrusion supply  was limited, why, just  as 
a matter of prudence, did you not give yourself some insurance by 
split ting the award? Only three companies could really permit any 
bidder to deliver by what they decided to do in the supply of extru 
sions. "Why did you not give yourself some insurance, particularly 
since this in itself  was a great big fa t procurement ? Why d id you not 
split  it up ?

Commander Gillis. Well, in  the first place, you have to have some 
negotiation authority to make the split awards and we did not think 
tha t there  was any worry about ge tting extrusions, because the presses, 
to my understanding, were only working on this  matting type extru 
sion. They only work something like 3 or 4 days a month and we did 
not have any concern about the supply of extrusions. We just  went 
straight-adver tised IF B with the  ful l responsibility of one man.

Mr. R oback. Why did you say tha t a split award  would require a 
negotiated author ity ?

Commander Gillis. You have to have some way to split it.
Mr. Roback. Why could you not, like the Army when i t buys fa

tigues, have three advertised contracts, let us say, maybe separated by 
a day ? Why do you need special author ity fo r tha t ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. We could have put out three separate I FB ’s, 
but  th at would not have meant tha t thre e separate people would have 
won them. The same one might have won all three.

Mr. Roback. Tha t is tru e; if you had a competitive bid.



24 EQUIPMENT FOR MARINE CORPS TACTICAL AIRFIELDS

Captain  Weitzenfeld. For example, the three presses, if we said 
why not go one-third to each, this would have had to be negotiated 
procurement.

Mr. Roback. If  one were a successful bidder on all, you could evalu
ate whether he could handle the load.

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. But  you are also supposed to buy your 
full requirement, i f known, at one time, not make individual bicls.

Mr. R oback. Is th at what your regulations  say ? Will you supply 
for the record where the regulation says that ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to follows:)

64002—Bureau of Supplies and Accounts Manual

2. Consolidating requisitions. The extent  to which the  consolidation of 
requ isitio ns is prac ticab le will depend  upon the  na ture  of the  items and the 
timin g of requisitions. When possible and  partic ula rly  when special man ufac 
tur e is required, contrac ting  officers will  endeavor to consolidate requ isitions for 
like items in o rder to  obtain the benefits of maximum competit ion upon optimum 
quantities. When repe titiv e requ irements for  sim ilar items appear  to be suscep
tible  of  consol idation on a single purchase requ isition, field purchasing activitie s 
will bring  this fac tor  to the atte ntion of requiring activ ities . In conso lidating 
requisitions , care will be taken to limit items on the schedule to one Federal  
supply classification group unless the  peculia ritie s of cer tain  items, such as 
equipments and component spares , make it  desi rable to procure all  items on a 
single contract .

Mr. Randall. Mr. Chairman, will the commander and the captain  
supply for the record, on IF B’s, what they are refer ring to, if tha t is 
not too much ?

Mr. Holifield. We have those in the files.
Mr. Randall. I have one or two questions, Mr. Chairman.
I have been listening here long enough that I have become curious 

about this. The heading of the hearing  states, “Tactical Support 
Program.”

Where are you using this material? Is it being stockpiled or wha t 
are you doing with it ?

Captain W eitzenfeld. Well, we are sh ipping it to the wings and it  
is being stockpiled for possible-----

Mr. Randall. Being stored, in other words.
Captain Weitzenfeld. For possible operational necessity; yes, sir.
Mr. Randall. I note the figure of $7 million—is tha t the total 

procurement ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Total procurement was for nine airfields of 

matt ing at 385,000 square feet per airfield.
Mr. Randall. Wha t is the total  volume of money ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. The total volume of money was about $11 

million for this. With  the two bids, the Butle r bid  and the WACO 
bid-----

Mr. Randall. WACO, did you say ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Washington Aluminum Co.
Mr. Randall. So tha t is the meaning of WACO. I am glad  you 

did spell it out for the record.
Butle r—was that  the Butle r Manufacturing Co. ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Randall. And the Harvey;  is th at the Harvey Corp.?
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Captain Weitzenfeld. Harvey  Aluminum Co.
Commander Gillis. Corporation.
Mr. Randall. I will have some more questions in a minute, Mr. 

Chairman.
Mr. Holifield. All right.
Mr. Roback?
Mr. Roback. We were discussing the circumstances under which the 

decision was made to have the award in one package. Now, in the 
course of ascertaining whether the bidder was going to be able to 
deliver, conferences were held by various Navy officials with the 
extrusion supplie rs; is tha t right?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Was this an unusual thing?  Was it unusual in the 

case of an advertised procurement for one of the potential subcon
tractors to be in conference with the Navy as a procuring  authority— 
is this usual or unusual ?

Commander Gillis. I t is not the  usual procedure, bu t I was asked 
to ascertain and get definite knowledge tha t the subcontractors would 
supply extrusions.

Mr. Roback. Were you, in this case, performing some of the bid
ders' role for him, or were you exercising what you consider to lx* 
prior ity rights  of the Government to extrusions? What were you 
doing in this case?

Commander Gillis. I was asked to do it.
Mr. Roback. You were asked to have meetings—who asked you to 

do that ?
Commander Gillis. I believe it came from the Bureau.
Mr. Roback. In other words, the Bureau of Naval  Weapons was in 

a position to understand that concern had been expressed by the 
Marines and in other quarters about the ability of the low bidder to 
deliver, to perform. So you undertook to go, you might say, behind 
the back of the low bidder and consult with one of his potential 
subcontractors ?

Commander Gillis. I did not go behind his back. He was in the 
office when it happened.

Mr. R oback. Go behind his back in the sense th at you were going 
to determine whether he could get the extrusions, rather than tha t 
he was going to determine and assure you. Why did you not say 
to him, “I f you are the low bidder, you must assure me you can get 
the supply” ?

Commander Gillis. I did.
Mr. Roback. In what form was tha t done?
Commander Gillis. That was done at the preaward survey.
Mr. Roback. Did he ever give you assurances?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. In what form were they given?
Commander Gillis. Verbally during the preaward survey.
Mr. R oback. Do you take verbal assurance as sufficient evidence to 

make an affirmative report ?
Commander Gillis. Well, no, I believe at the time he did have 

offerings from Alcoa and Dow to supply aluminum.
Mr. Holifield. Let’s understand this completely. As I understand, 

this was a peculiar type of procurement in which about 90 percent,
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dollar wis e, dep end ed on wh at would  hav e to be spe nt on ext rus ions. 
In  othe r words, your  pr ime co ntr ac tor did no t hav e wi thin his  own 
ca pabi lity t he  abi lit y to  produc e these ex trusions.

Comm and er G ill is. No, sir .
Mr . H olifield. They ha d to come fro m thr ee  unusu ally lar ge  

presses, a ll owned  by the U .S.  Government .
Comm and er G ill is. Fo ur .
Mr. H olifield . Fo ur  of them?
Comm and er Gillis. Yes, si r;  one of  the m is owned  by pr ivate 

indu str y.
Mr.  H olifield. Bu t the  ones involved in  the  b iddin g were the Gov 

ern men t press es ; is tha t r ig ht  ?
Comm and er Gill is. No, si r;  all  fo ur  could be used  to make th is  

ext rus ion .
Mr.  H olifield. Di d you say  the bidd er  came to you wi th  verba l 

assurances th at  he could bu y these ext rus ion s ?
Comm and er Gill is. We ll, he ha d offerings fro m Dow  Chemical 

and Alcoa stat ing th at  the y wou ld sell him  aluminum ext rusions .
Mr. H olifield . For  the ful l am ount o f his  con tra ct ?
Comm and er Gill is. They com mitted them selves at  the  tim e fo r 

ab ou t 75 percent .
Mr. H olifield . We ll, now, in  view of  the fact  th at  90 perce nt of 

th is  con tra ct was go ing  to  dep end  upo n the avail ab ili ty of  extrusions , 
how do you  ju st ify the clea rance of th is  pa rt icul ar  ma n’s capabil ity  
when he only  ha d 75 -per cen t assura nce  ?

Comm and er Gill is. Because, also at  th at  time , the  aluminum in 
du str y,  bo th Dow  and Alco a, to ld  W ash ington  Alu minum th at  the y 
wou ld su pply all  he needed, 100 perc ent .

Mr.  H olifield. H ow do you  know  the y did  ?
Comm ander Gill is. Beca use I  me t with  t he ir  rep resent atives  af te r 

I  was asked  to.
Mr. H olifield. An d the y assure d him  t hat they would ?
Com mande r G ill is. Yes, s ir.
Mr . H olifield . But  at  the  tim e of  the preawa rd  surv ey and at  the  

tim e of the a llocat ion  of  the  bid , this  assurance had no t been give n ?
Comm and er Gill is. I t  ha d been given to Wash ing ton  Alum inu m 

and Washin gto n Alum inu m to ld  me, or  veri fied  the  fact  th at  he ha d 
a source fo r 100 percent .

Mr.  H olifield . H ow did  he ve rif y it  ?
Comm and er G ill is. By the  offerings from  Dow and  Alcoa.
Mr. H olifield. Di d you  see eit he r tele grams  or let ter s which  led 

you  to believe th at  he ha d assurances of  a 100-percent supp ly to  fill 
his  needs ?

Comm and er Gill is. Yes, sir .
Mr . HoT.TFTF.Ln. Do  we have those telegram s or  let ter s in the staff 

exhib its  ?
Mr.  R oback. Mr.  C ha irm an , we h ave some tel egrams o r messages o r 

no tat ion s made by the procure me nt au thor iti es  a s to wh at  h appened. 
Now, in no  communicatio n wh ich  I  have seen has  the re  been any q uo ta
tion of  p rice , fo r exam ple.

Is  t hat t ru e ?
Comm and er Gill is. No, sir .
Mr.  H olifield. No, s ir ; it  is no t t ru e or-----
Comm and er Gill is. No, si r;  no price.
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Mr. Hoback. No price has been mentioned. So a question arises, 
and I  ask you whether this is unusual, that if  someone were to establish 
whether a commitment were there, whether the supply was assured, 
could you reasonably do tha t without  ident ifying  what price had 
been quoted, because, obviously, if  you didn’t come to an agreement 
on price later, if you did not have the supply ?

Commander Gillis. I t is normal not to ask the price, because we are 
dealing in a large amount of aluminum here and this man does not 
have any firm contrac t to deal with. If  he cannot place any order and 
he cannot actually negotiate down to the last cent until  he does get  a 
signed contract, then it is good business to go back to  your suppliers 
and say, “Now I  want to make a firm commitment, I  want to place a 
purchase order on you.” I am sure price is discussed a little bit more 
after the-----

Mr. Hoback. Alcoa, one of the extruders, said they would not make 
a commitment for more than one-half until there was evidence of a 
contract. But, in fact, is it  not customary practice for a bidder who 
deals with his vendors to get not only quantities but prices and delivery 
dates ? I mean, is not tha t the normal case ?

Commander Gillis. I am sure they do, but they do not always 
show their prices to the Navy; no, sir.

Mr. R oback. Not the Navy, but I mean the bidder.
Commander Gillis. I am sure Washington Aluminum had these 

facts;  yes, sir.
Mr. Hoback. You identified and were assured tha t Washington 

Aluminum had a price  quotation?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Hoback. So you were satisfied on the  basis of representations 

made to you by the representatives of WACO, Washington Alumi
num?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. Verbal representations, not the br inging to your at 

tention of documents.
Commander Gillis. I would have to check back in the preaward 

survey records, but I am sure at the time we held the preaward survey, 
Washington Aluminum did produce written  documents from Alcoa 
and Dow, s tating  th at they would sell aluminum extrus ions to Wash
ington Aluminum.

Mr. Hoback. You were satisfied tha t 100 percent assurance was 
given at the conclusion, but a Navy s tudy group which examined th is 
contract a little later, said the assurances were 75 percent.

What were they, 100 percent or 75 percent?
Commander Gillis. I was asked to go back and get written com

mitments from Alcoa and Dow. To get a written commitment is very 
unusual.

Mr. Roback. Unusual for the  Navy to do it?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. But  I  was asked to do it,  so we did 

go back. The amount of aluminum t ha t was committed, you might 
say, was 75 percent of the total.

Mr. Holifield. Why were you asked to take the  part, of contractor? 
The successful bidder, rather ?

Commander Gillis. BuWeps asked me to do this.
Mr. H olifield. I don’t understand.
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As a rule, you deal with the responsible bidder, and the bidder is 
responsible for convincing you that  he has adequate facilities, adequate 
finance, and any other pertinent matter  which has to do with his ful
filling a contract, or else the credibility of his bid is at stake if he 
cannot show you these different items.

Commander Gillis. Tha t is r ight,  sir.
Mr. Holifield. It  is his obligation to show to you, and not your 

obligation to go in and sit on the same side of the table with him in 
dealing with his suppliers, is it?

Commander Gillis. It  is unusual for this to happen; yes, sir.
Mr. H olifield. Proceed, Mr. Roback.
Mr. Roback. You got th is request f rom the Bureau?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Mr. Wilkinson, did you p ut the request down a t the 

Center ?
Mr. Wilkinson. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Why did you do it, because you did not trust the 

report  of the survey team ?
Captain Houck. May I,  sir ?
Air. Roback. Mr. Wilkinson put the request. He probably is in 

the best position to respond. Then you can add whatever you like.
Mr. Wilkinson. There was extreme concern on the pa rt of both 

the Marine Corps and on the part of BuWeps personnel, including my
self, on the award of th is contract. I t was a major contract. There 
had been difficulties with previous contracts and the current situation 
the Marine Corps found themselves in, they  needed matting  and they 
needed i t now. Their major concern was tha t when th is contract was 
awarded, the material had to be delivered promptly  and forwarded  to 
Marine Corps to meet the ir plans. This urgency was transmitted to 
the Bureau of Naval Weapons and was transmitted to Philadelph ia. 
The bids came in. There was at that, time, wlwn i t was known that  
the Washington Aluminum Co. was the low bidder  considerable con
cern expressed as to their  ability to meet this urgent  schedule.

On this basis, both the Headquar ters, Marine Corps, and BuWeps 
personnel, although it is not normally our business, made i t a ma tter 
orf our  business and insisted th at the procurement people make every 
effort to make sure th at this contract had a reasonable chance of suc
cess. It  was on that  basis that we asked the Philadelphia people to 
do both the second preaward survey and to get from the contractor, 
the proposed contractor. W ashington Aluminum, some kind of assur
ance that  this  material supply was, in fact, assured.

Mr. Holifield. And was tha t assurance subsequently given, and 
was it called to your attention, and were you satisfied with it?

Mr. Wilkinson. My records show that no assurance on 100 percent 
was ever given. I t does show, af ter considerable discussion back and 
forth , tha t finally a final written commitment for 75 percent, approx
imately, of the basic material was assured in writing.

Mr. R oback. Were you satisfied th at tha t was a commitment even 
though no prices were reflected ?

Mr. W ilkinson. Aluminum Co. of America and Dow Chemical are 
responsible people and when thei r letterhead says they will supply 
that material, I assumed they would. I  do not go into the matter of 
price.
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Mr. Roback. Did the procur ing authority or the Bureau examine 
the problem of what p riority the Government would have in furn ish
ing these extrusions by virtue of its ownership of the extruding 
plants ?

Mr. Wilkinson. The Bureau did not specifically go into it. I made 
the assumption tha t if it was required throu gh discussions and some 
knowledge of the arrangements  with  these persons, if it was required, 
we could step in and demand a prior ity and get the mat extruded. 
Since it never came up, the matter was never prosecuted further.

Mr. Holifield. In  view of 90 percent of the contract, dollarwise, 
being devoted to the purchase of extrusions, was the thought ever 
considered of making i t a Government-furnished type, in view of the 
fact tha t we owned these big presses ?

Mr. W ilkinson. This is not—it crossed my mind, since I am in ti
mately involved with the program. But this  is not a function th at the 
Bureau of Naval Weapons performs. This is a function of the pro
curement organization.

Captain  Weitzenfeld. May I answer that  ?
Captain  H ouck. The Bureau did not consider it.
Mr. W ilkinson. They would no t normally.
Mr. Holifield. Captain?
Captain Weitzenfeld. As the technical agency tha t writes the 

procurement directive, we consider this in every procurement, how 
it should be broken out, whether we should buy part of it GFE , 
whether we should buy all of it on one invitation.

Mr. Holifield. As a matt er of fact, part of th is contract did have 
Government-furnished equipment; did it not?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. The Washington; no, sir.
Mr. H olifield. It  was the Anchor contract, where the Government 

furnished the explosives.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. We will get into tha t later.
Mr. Horton. Could I ask a question here ?
Mr. H olifield. Mr. Horton ?
Mr. Horton. Why did you decide not to use the Government- 

furnished aspect of this in this particular  case?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Because we thought we wanted the one 

responsible m anufac turer to get the extrusions and to fabricate  them 
and to finish them, package them, and ship them. We did not want 
to have a separate management responsibil ity in this regard.

Mr. H orton. Would this have been involved with any of the other 
bidders, other responsible bidders ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. I do not understand.
Mr. Horton. Would this—I am think ing in terms of the use of 

these Government presses. Were there other bidders that had avail
able private  press, the private press? There are four of them, are 
there no t; one privately owned ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, si r; Alcoa has that.
Mr. Horton. Then they were not involved. In other words, the 

point I was trying to get at was that all the bidders would have 
had to use this same process ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.

30- 55 1— 64------ 5
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Mr. Horton. Did you investigate into the other bidders prio r to 
award ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir. As far as I know.
(Commander Gillis shakes head “No.”)
Mr. Horton. Captain, does Harvey have a press ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Harvey  was in the position of being the only one of 

the bidders that  also was an extruder.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Apparent ly; yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. I t was the only bidder in this case that had control 

of its own extrusion supply ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. But Harvey was not the successful bidder ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. I t was the developer of the item ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Holifield. In  tha t event, do you not feel it was your  obligation 

to assure yourself more completely of the supply than otherwise ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, if I may p ut on the record what actu

ally happened after  the contract award, 1 th ink this would prove that  
the decisions tha t were made were fa irly reasonable decisions.

Mr. Roback. Do not leave any inference that we are preventing you 
from doing anything like that.

Mr. H olifield. No.
Captain Weitzenfeld. After the award was made on November 15, 

1963, on the 19th of November, 4 days later, Washington Aluminum 
had a purchase order with Alcoa fo r 4.7 million pounds of aluminum. 
On December 4,19 days later, in 1963, they had a purchase order with 
Dow for 8 million pounds of aluminum, the total of which makes up 
the 100 percent requirement.

Now, Alcoa was not in production and so it was important that they 
get an early purchase order w ith them. Dow actually was extruding 
for the Butler  contract, and I  assume that  there was a little more price 
haggling  dur ing th is period, because they had  dies, they had the proc
ess knowledge, and so forth.

So 19 days afte r the award of contract, Washington Aluminum 
had 100 percent assurance of extrusion.

Mr. Roback. So as i t turned  out, the concern about the extrusion 
supply did not materialize? I mean, actually there was not an ex
trusion problem ?

Captain  W eitzenfeld. Well, there was no problem of get ting pur
chase orders.

Mr. Roback. Of getting purchase orders or getting deliveries? 
Was there any problem of gett ing deliveries?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir ; Alcoa had  trouble  with  the ir dies. 
They broke a die early in the process.

This delayed their  delivery by a couple of weeks. As of the current 
time, as of the 6th of March, Washington Aluminum has delivered ap
proximately 860 pallets. Thei r delivery schedule was 700 a month. 
The second 700 is due on the morning of March 14, so we estimate 
tha t they are about 2 to 2i/> weeks behind.

Mr. Roback. Are you saying that  the slippage is due to the delivery 
schedule of the Alcoa extrusions?
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Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir. Mostly. There were some other problems. But the most impor tant aspect was tha t they did not  have all of the extrusions they needed.
Mr. H olifield. As a matte r of curiosity, the Chair would like to know how these presses are made available  to  these three  large companies. Are they made available to them on a lease basis without obligations to—I am thinking now of  the small bidder like the Washington group. If  the small bidder is going to be a successful bidder and utilize material  which comes from a peculiar press, a very largesized press which is Government owned, then i t would seem to me tha t the small business bidder should have some protection from the Government in accessibility to the product of those presses. Otherwise, it would seem to me t hat  the  owners of those presses would acquire a monopoly position in bidding on any contract tha t m ight have to use those presses to provide the basic material.
So the question I ask is this:  Is there any protection to the Government in the leasing of these large presses to these three large companies which, in effect, would make the product  available as a matter of r igh t to a contractor, a responsible small business contractor in the bid, such as this company ?
Mr. Wilkinson. Mr. Chairman, would you direct tha t question to the A ir Force, since they control these contracts for the presses?Mr. Holifield. All right.  When the A ir Force is on the s tand, we shall address tha t question to them.
Mr. Wilkinson. They have the contracts for the presses.Mr. R oback. As far  as the Navy is concerned, the issue as to what rights,  if any, there were in controlling the extrusion supply did not enter into th is contract?
Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. I s tha t rig ht ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Now, you say that the slippage in the Washington Aluminum deliveries is due to the lateness of the deliveries by Alcoa. Under the contract, does that  become an acceptable item for delivery adjustment, or is tha t a responsibility of the contractor?Commander Gillis. Tha t is a responsibility of the prime contractor. There is paperwork in my office at present from Washington Aluminum asking us for an extension of two and a half  weeks on the delivery dates.
Mr. Roback. Grounded on th at ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Did Washington Aluminum make any commitment to you as to the number of shifts they would work ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir ; I have been told tha t they are going to make every effort to get up to date by the April delivery date. They have plans, I  believe, to use two shif ts, 7 days a week, if necessary.Mr. Randall. Mr. Chairman, may I inte rrup t here in this line of questioning?
Mr. H olifield. Mr. Randall.
Mr. Randall. Why this great  haste if we have some on hand now ?Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Randall. You are simply going to store them anyway, are you not? I do not unders tand this grea t emergency, but maybe we can get the information from another witness.
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Admiral Fawkes. The Marines have an instant-readiness require
ment to move, jump off-----

Mr. Randall. The ones we have here now are simply going to be 
stored, are they not ?

Admiral F awkes. It  is getting equipment for each of the three 
different Marine air wings, which are geographically located at  three 
different places and may be called on under  th is instant-readiness re
quirement that  may call for this SATS equipment.

Mr. Holifield. Why are they going to storage? Can you answer 
that  ?

General R obertshaw. It  will be deployed with our ready forces in 
the Fleet Marine Force. It  will be set up at one or more sites for 
training, not only the train ing of pilots bu t also the training  of people 
who operate it and install it, the engineers. Annually  we, in both of 
our fleets, conduct major exercises in which this  will be a part of the  
exercises. We are going to use one down at Parri s Island in the 
spring.

(The following addit ional clari fying  information subsequently was 
received for  the record.)

Th e sh ort  ai rf ie ld  fo r ta cti cal su pport  is  a ta cti cal wea po ns  sy stem  co ncep t 
con ceive d in  1953 whe n th e Com m an da nt  of  th e M ar in e Co rps , re al iz in g th e 
ev er -p re se nt  po ss ib il ity of  lim ited  w ar , es ta bl is he d a re qu ir em en t fo r an  ex 
ped it io na ry  sh ort  ai rf ie ld  sy ste m.  SA TS, whe n fu lly im plem en ted , w ill  pr ov id e 
ea ch  ta cti cal M ar in e a ir c ra ft  gr ou p w ith  an  ex ped it io nar y ai rf ie ld  whi ch  ca n 
he  in st al le d an d put in oj> era tion w ithin  72 hours  under  mos t en vi ro nm en ta l 
co nd ition s. Fro m  th es e ai rf ie ld s,  si tu ate d  in  close pr ox im ity to  th e la nd in g 
fo rc e un its,  clo se a ir  su pp or t an d a ir  de fens e su pport  miss ions  ca n be prov id ed  
duri ng th e cr it ic al ea rl y  d ay s of  an  a m ph ib io us  o pe ra tio n.

The  m ajo r co mpo ne nt s of  a SA TS  co ns is t of  ai rf ie ld  m at ting , which  pr ov ides  
a ru nw ay , ta xiw ay s,  and p a rk in g ; ca ta pu lt s fo r la un ch in g a i r c r a f t ; a rr est in g  
gea r fo r re tr ie vin g a ir c ra f t:  fu el  di sp en sing  eq ui pm en t;  or dn an ce  load in g eq uip
m en t ; a ir c ra ft  m ai nte nan ce  equ ip m ent; an d nav ig at io nal  eq uipm en t ne ce ss ar y 
fo r al l- w ea th er  op er at ions . O pe ra ting  from  a SA TS is si m il ar  to  op er at in g f ro m 
th e deck  of  an  a ir c ra ft  ca rr ie r an d re quir es  ve ry  li tt le  add it io nal  tr ai nin g.

The  SzVTS prov id es  M ar in e a ir  un it s w ith th e  ne ce ss ar y eq uipm en t to  su pp or t 
our M ar in e gr ou nd  fo rces  in an y a re a  whe re  th ey  may  he ca lle d upon  to  fight.

Mr. Holifield. Did I not attend a demonstration of tha t about a 
year and a half  ago, down at Camp Lejeune? Did you not have a 
demonstration of these landings and  takeoff on a short runway?

General Robertshaw. Yes, si r; that was AM-1 and AM-2.
Mr. TToltfield. Was that the so-called Butler mat ?
General Robertshaw. Tha t was M9-M1 and M9-M2.
Mr. Roback. You were saying something about the problem of a 

requested extension from Washington. Can you make some comment 
about that?

Commander Gillis. It is in my office for consideration now. I have 
not been in touch with them and I do not know what the decision 
has been. We shall try not to give them the 2^-week extension. We 
shall try to encourage them to meet thei r deliveries. They have told 
me that they are making every effort to  bring the contract up to date.

Mr. Roback. In other words, you will live with the delinquency 
rathe r than give them a formal extension, because so far, they have 
not. shown any grounds for it. Is tha t what you are saying ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. On this two- or three-shift operation, was tha t an 

assurance given by the contractor  that, if necessary, it would be done?
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Commander Gillis. Yes, sir; he said he was going to make every 
effort and if necessary he would use two shifts.

Mr. Roback. Was it a matter of concern before the award tha t 
there was not full automation of the welding—how does that  issue 
bear upon the performance ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. May I answer?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Captain Weitzenfeld. In  our specifications, we very rarely, if at 

all, put in our process specifications. There is a very good reason 
for this, because if we delineate the exact process, they follow the 
process and the material  does not pass the specification, they can 
blame it on the process. So in the contract, we do not state what 
process will be accomplished.

Now, if they can do adequate hand welding completely by using 
just labor and produce an acceptable material in the time allotted, this  
is perfectly al l right.

Mr. Roback. Unde r the contract  and specifications, what leverage 
do you have to determine if the hand-welding type of process does 
not give you a satisfactory product  ? Under what specification do you 
send it back ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. We have in there a welding specification and 
we have inspection criteria. We have tests th at are performed on the 
matting. Actually, Washing ton Aluminum is using what we would 
call a semiautomatic system.

Mr. Roback. Have you tested any of the pallets to date ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. They are being shipped now to Vicksburg 

for full roll test. The tests we have done now’ have been more quality 
control, dimensional tests ; not actual performance tests.

Mr. Roback. Is a roll test an actual landing and takeoff test ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No ; these are load tests.
Mr. Roback. A roll test is a load test ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Is it a static load test ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No; it is a  rolling  load test, dynamic load 

test.
Mr. Roback. Refe rring  to the issue of bidder responsibility in an 

advertised procurement, what authority or leverage do you have to 
determine or to exact a commitment from a bidder tha t he will have 
the requisite supply ? How fa r can you go ?

Commander Gillis. Well, you should not have to go any further  
than just to check with him on the preaward survey and have from 
him some proof tha t he has methods to get sources of suppy which 
will be delivered to him.

Mr. Roback. If  there  is any doubt in the matter, do the regulations 
permit you or require you to exact evidence of proof or a commitment 
or what ever you call it tha t the necessary supply will be forthcoming ? 
In other words, is that your responsibility ?

Commander G illis. Yes, sir. If  I went out on a preaw ard and I  
asked the man who he was going to subcontract part of his contrac t 
to and he did, in fact, name somebody whom I  knew was about to  go 
bankrupt or something like that, then, yes, sir, I would have a right 
to say, “You do not have a good supplier.”

I t might end up tha t he would not be approved for the award  of 
the contract. He would be given a chance to get a  new supplier .
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Mr. Roback. Well, in tlie procurement regulations, in determining 
who is a responsible bidder, can you make a judgment  as to responsi
bility of the bidder, on basis of whether he can give you assurance of a supply source?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. lie has to show me where he is going 
to get his supplies. He has to have some indication tha t he has a 
capability of getting the required supplies on time.

Mr. Roback. In cases where a single item or component is a major 
and critical item, as it was in this case, do you think tha t the reg
ulations are sufficiently drawn, clearly drawn to handle tha t matter,  
or do you think  they should be reconsidered?

Commander Gillis. In  my opinion, they are all righ t the way they are right now.
Mr. Roback. It  devolves on the judgment of the survey team and 

the review board and whoever else looks at the procurement as to 
whether the assurance is sufficient ?

Commander G illis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Do you have any comment, Captain  Weitzenfeld?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No. I agree with tha t statement. There 

are avenues, of course, tha t if the contract ing officer feels tha t he 
does not have this assurance, to throw this part icular bidder  out. 
There are regulations tha t allow us to do this. So the contracting 
officer has flexibility to make a determination based on his judgment 
of all the aspects, both financial, capacity, capability, previous knowl
edge of the contractor’s capability, and then make a determination.

Now, it  is not easy to th row one out, but it  is feasible and possible.
Mr. TIolifield. I am s till confused on one point. Maybe you can help me out.
In  the establishment of the capability  of this contractor, he comes 

forward with a statement, a verbal statement, as I  understand it, tha t 
he has a 75-percent commitment. Now, is i t wisdom on the part of 
the Navy to be satisfied with a 75-percent commitment? First, they 
would look at it to see t hat  it was a bona fide commitment, it would 
seem to me. Then the point  would occur, well, 75 percent of the 
contract  is not completion or fullfillment of the contract. Therefore, 
in view of the fact t ha t such a large amount of this material has to be 
bought outside of the successful bidder’s competence or inventory, 
why did not the preaward survey require documentary proof of a 100- 
percent supply ?

Now, I noted in one pa rt of the staff report tha t Alcoa would supply 
50 percent, but it was not the policy of th is company to commit them
selves to—I will read i t :

In response to efforts  of Navy officials to get assu red commitments, Alcoa sta ted  it  was company policy not to commit more than 50 percent of the  requ ired extrusio ns until  a firm subc ontract  order was  placed.
Would no t this  pu t the  small bidder who was depending upon them 

for a source of supply  in a box if he adds the  50 percent, then he adds 
the 25 percent which Dow apparen tly had committeed themselves to, 
at least verbally? We do not have any documents to tha t effect tha t 
I know of. There still is this 25-percent deficiency in obtaining this 
very vital and im portant element which must come from a very limited supply.

So my question is, IIow can the Navy, in a position like this, feel 
tha t they have a responsible bidder when the sum involved was much
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gr ea te r th at  the assets  of  the com pany? I  am no t say ing  th is  in a 
de roga tory  sense, because I  th ink th at  there should  be some way  of  
insu rin g a smal l com pan y’s hav ing access to  th is  type  of m ate ria l, p ar
tic ular ly  when th ree-qu ar ter s of it  at  lea st must be pro duced  on 
Gov ernmen t-ow ned  presses .

So the  ques tion  I  am reall y conc erned abou t here is, How can  the  
Navy feel th at  it  has a responsible bidd er  whe n the bidd er  can  only  
give  you a verbal  sta tem ent th at the y have been assured 75 perc ent of 
the necessa ry extrusions ?

Comm and er Gill is. Th e bidd er  him self gu aran teed  us he ha d 100 
percen t. When I  was asked to go back ou t and get wr itt en  com mit
ments  fro m Alcoa and How , which was  v ery  unusual, the y wou ld not 
com mit  them selves beyond th is 75 perce nt in writ ing,  firm com mit 
men ts. But  verba lly , they  gu ara nteed me th at  W ash ington  Al um i
num  had no wo rry  wha tsoe ver , th at  the y wou ld do th ei r utm ost and 
wou ld del ive r 100 percent of  extrusions to the  W ash ington  A lum inu m
Co-

Mr.  H olifield. I  can see your  pos itio n in th at case, re ly ing on a 
wel l-known  c omp any . But  ve rba l—wo uld you con sider th at  a v erb al 
promis e to supp ly was real ly  the doc umentatio n of  supp ly th at  you 
wou ld need  to  prove th at your  b idde r was a  r esp ons ible  b idd er?

Comm and er G ill is. I  am sure W ashing ton Alum inu m ha d a gu ar 
antee fo r 100 percent . Th ey w ould no t g ua ran tee  me 100 pe rce nt;  no, 
sir.

Mr. H olifield . We ll, o f course, you were in a  very p eculi ar p osi tion, 
going  on th at  side of  the  tab le at  th at  po int . I  reco gnize th at , and 
it  mu st ha ve been an  em barra ssing  pos ition, because  you were, i n effect, 
ac tin g as  an  ag en t of  the successful  b idd er,  in br ing ing,  you  m ight  say , 
the pow er o f t he  F ed eral  Government  to bear  upon  supp lie rs in order 
to get  them to gu ara nte e a s upply  to a c on tra cto r who ap pa rent ly  ha d 
no t been able to  ge t the  supp ly gu ara nteed to him. I  can  see yo ur  
pos itio n on that . B ut I  can not u nd ersta nd  how your  preawards  s ur 
vey team could appro ve  th is com pany as being  a  r espo nsib le bidd er— 
no t a responsive  b idder bu t a resp ons ible  b idde r—in  view of the fact  
th at  he ha d no legal assurance  of  his  supp ly and 90 pe rce nt of  his  
contr ac t depend ed upo n his  sup ply .

Comm and er Gillis. I  th in k in any co ntr ac t—ra th er , before the  
award , I  am sure t hat the y do no t h ave  a  100-percent guara nte e from 
any supp lie r of any  contr act . Once  you  ge t the award s, the n you 
make firm purch ase  orders . I  could ru n a prea ward surv ey an d the 
man could  say “G oin g to go to  ‘ump ty- um ’ and  get all  my m ate ria l a nd  
th is is a good supp lie r.”

I  make the aw ard  and  he can  tu rn  aro un d an d go to somb ody else 
an d ge t it fo r a be tte r pric e, same ma ter ial , be tte r del ive ry. T hat  is 
his  pre rog ative .

Mr.  H olifield. But  as a b idd er,  I f  I  w ere ma kin g a b id  a nd  I  knew 
I  ha d to draw  fro m a lim ite d source , I  th ink I  would  w an t a let te r s ay
ing , “ I f  you get  the bid.  if  you are the  successfu l b idd er,  we w ill supp ly 
you  amoun ts at  p rices.”

Th is would be, from my lim ited experience  in business , th is  wou ld 
be a prud en t course fo r me to  p urs ue  in orde r to  p ro tect  myself .

Comm and er Gillis. Well, sir , there  is no regu la tio n sayin g the y 
hav e to  give  it to me bu t I  am sure  W ashing ton Alum inu m ha d th is 
type  o f com mitmen t fro m Alcoa and How.
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Mr. H olifield . Ou r stu dy  does n ot  show it, bu t we wil l check with  
the m lat er.

Mr. Roback. Comm and er Gil lis, is the  sit ua tio n thi s, as a pro cure
ment officer sees it, or you as a pro curement  officer see i t : Tha t wi th 
the resources available , to you, it was establ ished th at  there  were cer 
ta in  kin ds  of assu rances abo ut a ce rta in  am ount of su pp ly ; th at  on 
the  o the r side, the re was a cert ain  amount o f r esp onsib ilit y on the par t 
of  the b idde r;  and  t ha t you were  t ak in g some r isk s and he was t ak ing 
some risks . Is  th at  abo ut it, th at  you were  taking  some risks  in the 
event th at  he could no t ge t the  supply,  and  he was  taking  some ris k 
in th at  if  he could no t get, the  supply,  he incu rre d a certa in legal lia
bi lit y to th e Govern men t.

Comm ander Gill is. I  th in k you  can say th is of  any  Gov ernment 
contr act .

Mr. Roback. Ca ptain  Weit zenfeld  expressed some concern th a t in 
draw ing  u p speci fications, processes should  n ot  be  d esignated too pr e
cisely , otherwise avenues of con ten tion wou ld be opened to a bid der 
who m ight  be ins pir ed, say, to bid  low del ibe rately , and the n come in 
and get  pr ice  increases.

Ha ve  you any  reason to believe  there  wou ld be a ny such a ctio n in this  
pa rt icul ar  case?

Com mande r Gill is. No, s ir.
Mr. Roback. You hav e no reason  to an tic ipate th at  you are  g oin g 

to be besieged wi th such c laim s ?
Comm ander Gill is. No, sir .
Nfr. R oback. I) o you hav e any  ind ica tion to da te th at such a th in g 

will  occur?
Comm ander Gill is. No, sir.
Mr. R oback. You have no reason  to an tic ipa te  th at  you are  going 

to be besieged wi th  such c laim s ?
Comm ander Gill is. No, si r.
Mr . Roback. Do you  have any  ind ica tio n to  da te th at  such th ings  

are  occu rrin g?
Com mande r G illis. No, sir.
Air. R oback. Y ou have no reason  to belie ve th at  if  the contr ac tor  

applies him sel f an d pu ts  in a ce rta in  numb er of  shif ts,  he will  no t be 
able  to—y ou have no reas on to believe th at wi th the pr op er  ap pli ca 
tion and diligenc e, th is  pa rt icul ar  co ntr ac tor will  no t del ive r? You 
have no reason to  believe  th at  he wil l no t ?

Com mande r Gillis. No, si r ; I  believe he will.
Air. R oback. That  he  w ill ?
Com mande r G ill is. Yes, sir.
Air. H olifield. Al l rig ht , gen tlem en. Th an k you fo r your ap pe ar 

ance here th is  mo rning. Th e subcom mit tee will  now ad jour n un til  
10 a.m. tomo rrow m orn ing .

(AVhereupon, at  12:05 p.m., th e subcomm ittee  recessed, to reconvene  
AVednesclay, Marc h 11,1964, at 10 a.m.)
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H ouse of R epresenta tives,
Military  Operatio ns S ubcomm itte e 

of tiie  Com mitte e on G overnm ent  O peratio ns.
Washington. D.C.

The su bc om mittee  met,  purs uant to  recess, a t 10 a.m ., in  roo m 
150 1-B , Lon gw or th  Office B uildi ng , Hon . Che t Hol ifi eld (c ha irm an  
of  th e subcommittee ) pr es id in g.

Pre si den t:  Rep re se nt at iv es  Che t Hol ifi eld,  E dw ard  A.  Gar m at z,  
W il liam  S. Moo rhead,  and  F ra n k  J . H or to n.

Al so  pre se nt:  H erb er t Ro ba ck , staff* ad m in is tr at or;  Pau l Ridge ly , 
an d Rob er t M cE lroy , in ves tigat ors ; an d Ray m on d T . C ol lin s, M in or ity  
staff.

Mr . H olifie ld . The  su bc om mittee  will  be in  orde r. W e will  re 
sum e o ur  hea ring s wh ere we l ef t off y es te rd ay .

Mr. Roback. May  we b ac kt ra ck  a b it  an d get  s ome  clar if icat io n on 
th e Con va ir  m at ti ng  con trac t ? I t  i nt rigu es  u s an d th e de ta il s ar e no t 
al to ge th er  in  sequence.

FURTHE R STATEMENT OF ADM. EMERSON E. FAWKES, ASSISTANT
CHIEF FOR RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND EVALUA
TION, BUREAU OF NAVAL WEAPONS; ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT.
DANIEL K. WEITZENFELD, DIRECTOR, NAVAL AIR  ENGINEER
ING LABORATORY, NAVAL AIR  ENGINEERING CENTER; CAPT.
HERB ERT N. HOUCK, SHIP INSTALLATIONS OFFICER, BUREAU
OF NAVAL WEAPONS; COMDR. CHARLES L. GILLIS, CONTRACT
ING OFFICER, NAVAL AIR ENGINEERING CENTER; THOMAS P.
WILKINSON, TECHNICAL DIRECTOR, SHIP INSTALLATIONS
OFFICE, BUREAU OF NAVAL WEAPONS; AND MA J. GEN. LOUIS B.
ROBERTSHAW, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF FOR AIR,  U.S. MARINE
CORPS; ACCOMPANIED BY COL. JOSEPH L. WARREN, AVIATION
LOGISTICS AND MATERIAL BRANCH, HEADQUARTERS, U.S.
MARINE CORPS; AND LT. COL. RUSSELL L. STONEMAN, SHORT
AIR FIELD FOR TACTICAL SUPPORT PROJECT OFFICER, U.S.
MARINE CORPS

Mr. R oback. C ap ta in  W ei tz en fe ld , yo u say  th e C on va ir  co nt ra ct  
was  let  f or tes t q uan ti ti es; r ig h t ?

Cap ta in  W eit zenfeld. F o r ev alua tio n.
Mr. Roback . W h at w ere you  ev al ua tin g?

30-551 — 64---- -6
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Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . We a re eva luati ng  a s tri p,  expected to  ev alu 
ate  a st rip unde r some operati ng  con ditions  wi th ai rc ra ft .

Mr. Roback. W ha t kin d of m at tin g was it  at  th at  time? W as  it  
wood or aluminum ? Wh en you  let the  c on tra ct or igi na lly , wh at were  
you  going  to eva lua te, a wood core  mat tin g ?

Ca ptain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr . Roback. An d when  did  th e tim e come th at  you  decided  the 

wood core m at tin g would n ot  do ?
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. Yeste rda y, I  th in k I  said Decem ber. I  

wou ld like  to correc t that.  I t  was Oct ober 12, 1962.
Mr. Roback. Wh en you decided t hat ------
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. We  h ad  com pleted ou r tes ts an d ha d an ac

cep tab le mat, bu t it  weig hed 9 poun ds pe r squ are  fo ot. We  had  gone 
up  in  various  stages of  weight to g et per formance . The 9-pound  wood 
core  was t he  fi rst kind  th at  we cou ld ge t th e perfo rmanc e we required.

Mr. Roback. In  October you decided  th at  wou ld no t do.
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. W ha t did  you do the n wi th rega rd  to th at  p ar tic ul ar  

prospectiv e pro cur ement  ?
Ca pta in W eitzenfeld. We  then went to an aluminum core  an d re

ques ted the  fabr ica tio n of  300 ma ts wi th alu minum core fo r t est.
Mr. Roback. W ha t were  the  pu rp or ted weigh ts at  t he  tim e ?
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . Ab ou t 6.5, 6.6.
Mr.  Roback. Th e aluminum mat  was recommended by Conva ir? 

The contr ac tor  s uggested th at  th is was a m at  w hich w ould  re solve the  
we igh t pro blem ?

Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . Yes, sir.
Mr.  R oback. These 300 m ats—how much did th ey  weigh ? Di d they 

con form to  th at we igh t speci ficat ion ?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . Yes, si r;  the y ac tua lly  weig hed 6.4 ponnda 

pe r square  foot. That  is the  final we igh t.
Mr. Roback. Di d you  give tho se load test s ?
Ca ptain Weitzenfeld . Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. W ha t ha ppened to those ?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. On N ovembe r 29 we s ta rte d and on Decem

ber  14 the y passed  th ei r tests . So the December da te was when the  
aluminum core—l et  me exp lain . These aluminum core ma ts were  cast 
mat s, were  made in  orde r to mee t the tim e schedule; the y were  cast.

Mr. R oback. In stea d o f ex tru de d ?
Ca ptain Weitzenfeld. We ll, th e la te r m ats were  f org ed wi th a die 

bu t these  were cas t.
Mr. R oback. In  othe r words, the san dwich  pr inciple has either 

fo rg ing and  cast ing , n ot  extr udin g; is that  r ig ht ?
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . No; th e san dwich  p rin cip le,  we make a th in  

shee t of alumin um and we pu t som eth ing  in between and the n glue.  
In  the case  of the  wood, we glued th e wood. Th en  we to ok the  core  an d 
cas t th e core and  then g lued the sheet s on  to  th is  core.

Now, th is would no t be acc eptable fo r pro duction  purpose s, because  
cas tings are,  on a fa ir ly  lar ge  base , no rm all y more expensive.  So it  
was  a t th is po in t th at  we said we have pro ved th at  the aluminum 
core  at  abo ut 6.5 pounds pe r squ are  foot will pass the tes t, bu t fo r 
production purp oses , we need  a more effect ive means, go-ahead  and 
make a die.
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Mr. Roback. Tha t was an economic issue rather than a technical 
requirement ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Too costly?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. But as f ar as passing the test, the casting i tself would 

be a sufficient-----
Captain  Weitzenfeld. The s trength is the  same.
Mr. Roback. So you say the  ro ll tests showed tha t this 6.5-pound- 

per-square-foot matting  was acceptable?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Aft er those 300 were tested, what  did you do next ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Then I say we went ahead with the die.
Mr. Roback. I s this a Government-furnished die ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir—no, sir. Furn ished under the  con

tract , but paid for-----
Mr. Roback. In other words, the Government pays for i t ; the con

tracto r uses the die with your permission, and you pay for it ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. And we pay for it.
Mr. Roback. Wha t is the cost of that die, roughly ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Of the die, about $35,000. I t is an expen

sive process.
(Subsequent to the hearings, information was furnished which 

indicated the cost of the die was $221,000, rather than $35,000.)
Mr. Roback. Then af ter the die go-ahead was ordered, what did you 

do next ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. As far as the  Convair matting, they were in

corporated in the tests tha t we made at Bogue Field. This was done 
February 28, to March 8. We were testing there not the strength, be
cause we used available wood core mats. We were testing the effect of 
the F-4 tailhook on the surface of the various kinds of mats.

Mr. Roback. These were not strength tests; they were field tests of 
the actual a ircraf t ?

Captain  Weitezenfeld. Well, we were worried about this large tail- 
hook and its machining action on the surface of the mat.

Mr. Roback. It  might ruin it  by-----
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, as it tu rned out in the AM-1, it picked 

up the welds—the weld ma terial—and then on subsequent landings,  
we would catch the matting, catch where the welds came off. On the 
Convair matting,  we picked up the connectors-----

Mr. R oback. The hooks were ripping off the connecting points?
Captain Weitzenfeld. The connectors; yes, sir. So we requested a 

redesign of the connectors right  afte r the Bogue tests. These were 
satisfactor ily redesigned.

One of the features, remember, of the Convair mat was tha t you 
could replace a mat in place, pick it  up and p ut another mat in place, 
whereas on either the AM-1 or AM-2, you had to cut the mat out, 
because you lay it from one comer of the field in a continuous layer. 
It  fits together so that you cannot pick up one mat, you have to  cu t it  
out.

Mr. Roback. What did the redesign do to the weight of the mat?
Captain Weitzenfeld. It  had no effect.
Mr. Roback. No effect?
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Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. After you had had the redesign to take care of the 

connecting points, what did you do then ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Then we proceeded with the—we got  some 

preproduction samples with the die. We produced the die and we 
made some preproduction samples on our translator line at Convair. 
We tested those at Vicksburg and those worked with the new connec
tors. Then we said, complete the contract, making as much mat as you 
can without exceeding the original cost of the contract.

Mr. Roback. How many-----
Captain  Weitzenfeld. This was done on April 26, 1963.
Mr. Roback. 1963 ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. How many pallets were produced ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Well, we produced 100,000 square feet which 

now is at Twenty Nine Palms.
Mr. Roback. How does that  relate to a functioning mat, a function

ing field? Is tha t enough for one str ip, one airplane strip?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Not quite, sir. This is 1,450 feet, 72 feet 

wide, and we wanted 2,000 feet, 72 feet wide.
Mr. Holifield. So it is about two-thirds ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. About two-thi rds; yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Was the 100,000 square feet the contract amount?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No, si r; 160,000.
Mr. Roback. Wha t happened to the other 60,000 ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Well, we traded  the cost of the  changes tha t 

were being done all this time by reducing the amount of the mat.
Mr. Roback. In  other words, you took it out of the procurement 

package, the procurement dollars ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. What was the weight of the delivered mat ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. It  was 6.4 pounds per square foot.
Mr. Roback. We have information which may refer to the  previous 

weight of the  thing, but we were given to understand from the Marine 
Corps record tha t this mat weighed over 9 pounds. Tha t is not true 
of the  aluminum mat?

Captain Weitzenfeld. No, si r; th at was in reference to the success
ful wood core mat.

Mr. R oback. Does the Marine Corps have any commentary on this 
point, so we will be sure we are not confused ?

Colonel Warren. Well, I believe it has been documented, sir, tha t 
the Mar ine Corps had suggested tha t we not buy the Convair mat ting 
at this time. Th at is shown in your report.

Mr. R oback. This was shown at the t ime of the  wood mat. Wha t 
happened at the time tha t it was changed to aluminum? Does the 
position still stand?

Colonel Warren. The position still stood; yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. What  is the burden of the complaint against the 

aluminum mat?
Colonel Warren. Well, sir, timewise, you will notice that the IFB,  

invitation for bids, went out for AM-1 or  AM-2 matting on February 
8. We ran our evaluation tests at Bogue Field  in later  February and 
early March, and prior to the successful contract, we had already tested
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AM -1 mattin g,  AM -2 mat tin g,  an d the wood core  Convair  mat tin g.  
The AM -2 m at tin g was fa r sup erior.  We  at th at  tim e ha d dec ided  
th at  the  AM -2 m at tin g was the  m at tin g which the Mari ne  Corps  de
sired and  since we ha d ma de a decision on m attin g,  we merely  sug ges ted  
th at  no more matt ing,  no mo re money fro m the SA TS  prog ram be 
spent for oth er types.

Mr.  Roback. Has  t he  A M m at tin g at  thi s tim e pro ved ou t fo r pr o
curement  ?

Colonel W arren. Yes, s ir ; it  stood th e F -4 B  hook tests , which is  the  
most difficult  test  which we p lace on th is m at.

Mr. Roback. Di d the  engin eering cen ter  agree th at the AM -2 m at 
tin g was th e p re fe rre d m at tin g a t th is s tage ?

Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . Yes, s ir ; th at was done on Marc h 10.
Mr.  Roback. Ma rch  10, 1962?
Ca ptain Weitzenfeld. 1963.
Mr. H olifield. May I  ask  th is question, C ap ta in : Th e Fe br ua ry  8 

IF B , was th at  fo r AM-1 an d 2 or  fo r AM -2 ?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . That  wen t ou t fo r both AM -1 and AM -2 

and in var iou s sizes. We were  conducting  some tes ts fo r the Ma rines 
on var ious sizes con son ant  wi th th ei r des ires  of de ter mi nin g the most 
etfective method of  la ying  economically .

Mr. I I olifield. So it was no t an al te rnat ive of AM -1 or  AM -2 ; 
it was------

Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. I t  was an alt erna tiv e of eit he r AM -1 or  
AM -2 of  various  sizes, or  of  AM -2 of  vario us  sizes.

Mr.  H olifield. I f  the  M ari ne  Co rps des ired AM -2,  why  was there 
an objection to that  IF B  of  Feb ru ar y 8 ?

Colonel W arren. Si r, there was  no object ion to  th at . That  IF B , 
sir,  was fo r th e AM-1 or  AM-2 m at tin g,  wh ich  we con cur red  in. Su b
sequ ently, a  tes t was m ade  a t Bogu e a nd  we dete rmine d th at  the  AM-2 
mat tin g was sup erior.  Th ere fore,  the bid  whi ch was fina lly le t on 
Marc h 18 was fo r the A M-2.

Mr. H olifield . I  see; all ri gh t;  th an k you.
Mr.  H orton. Co uld  I  ask a question ?
Mr. H olifield. Yes.
Mr. H orton. A s I  u nd ersta nd  it , th e Convair  con tra ct was sti ll con 

tin ui ng  dur ing thi s p er io d; is that  r ight ?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. Yes,  s ir.
Mr. H orton. Why  was not the Co nvair  c on tra ct ter mina ted  at  t hat  

po int ? Tha t is, at  the po int  of  Feb ru ary 8?
Ca ptain  W eitzenfeld . We ll, it was fe lt th at  the  Co nvair  mat tin g 

was a backu p to  the work  th at  was  be ing  done on the AM -1 and A M- 2, 
th at  it  was now in the bal l pa rk  as fa r as we igh t was  concerned. It  
stil l had th is  improved re pa ir  a dvantag e. A gr ea t deal  of  the  money 
had been spent fo r a tran slat or  line  which would  hav e prov ide d us 
with a very fine mobili zat ion  po ten tia l wi thou t any int erfere nce.

We w anted to  get some of  thi s m at tin g so that  we  could  have some
th in g to show f or  w ha t we w ere doing.

Mr. H orton. Colone l W ar ren,  wh at is yo ur  com ment wi th  rega rd  
to the Fe br ua ry  8, 1963, da te  wi th rega rd  to  the Co nv air m at tin g?  
W ha t was the  Ma rine Co rps  pos itio n at  th a t po int?

Colone l W arren. Th e M ari ne  Corps  po sition at  that po int, sir , was 
the same as it  ha d been  pr io r to  that , tim e an d af te r th at . W e sug 
ges ted th at th is  c on tra ct  be ter mina ted .
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Mr. Horton. When did you first suggest, or when did the Marine 
Corps first suggest the termination of the Convair contract?

Colonel Warren. Sir, in October 1962, it was suggested that if the 
Convair contract should continue, th is contract be converted to the 
fabrica tion of AM-1 type matting with the funds tha t had been a l
located.

Mr. Horton. Wha t are the distinguishing features between the 
Convair matting  and the AM-1 ma tting ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. May I answer that?
Mr. Horton. Would you answer that?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. The Convair matt ing is a sandwich mat 

which is made on a production line called a translator production 
line.

Mr. Holifield. Would you have any pictures of these different kinds 
of mats that  you could pass up to the members?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mr. Horton. Colonel Warren, going back to the Convair matting, 

did you or did the Marine Corps express your dissatisfaction to the 
Navy with regard to the Convair matt ing as of February 8, 1963?

Colonel Warren. As of—yes, s ir: October 8, 1962, and as of De
cember 14, 1962. Then there were other meetings which we held and 
I  do not have the actual dates of  these meetings, but i t was discussed 
verbally a t tha t time.

Mr. Horton. Ju st so I am clear, as I understand it, the  Marine Corps 
expressed dissatisfaction with the Convair matt ing when it  had the 
wood core.

Colonel W arren. Yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. And subsequently, you expressed dissatisfaction when 

it had the aluminum core; is t ha t correct?
Colonel Warren. Yes, sir; in th at we had determined by this time, 

if we are g etting  up to the time frame of March, late February and 
early March 1963, because a t that  time, we had run our F-4B hook 
test at Bogue Field. In  this parti cular case, we had difficulty with 
the connectors, with the Convair m atting  and the AM-2 matt ing stood 
up better in all cases than  the others.

Mr. Horton. When did you first get the AM-2 matting for your 
experimental tests?

Colonel Warren. Evaluat ion, sir, for the Marine Corps was a t this 
Bogue test.

Mr. Horton. Tha t was in-----
Colonel Warren. Late  February.
Mr. Horton. Of 1963 ?
Colonel Warren. Yes, sir;  now, there had been previous tests, sir, 

on the AM-2 matt ing at Vicksburg, but  tha t is under the-----
Mr. H orton. I am talking  now about Marine Corps.
Colonel Warren. The Marine Corps evaluation was in February 

and early March, 1963.
Mr. Horton. Prior to  the time of those tests and in connection with 

the tests of the Convair mat ting, of what  did the tests  consist ?
I am talking now about the tests of  the Convair matting. Did you 

actually make tests with airc raf t on the  Convair matting  when it had 
the wooden core?

Colonel Warren. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Horton. Or did you object to it  principally because of the weight ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir ; the tests were made with the wooden core matting, Convair type, at Bogue.
Mr. Horton. Tha t is in 1963, February of 1963 ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. Had  you tested the  Convair prio r to tha t time?Captain W eitzenfeld. With aircra ft?
Mr. H orton. Yes.
Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Horton. In  other words, your objection to the Convair matting, when it had the wooden core, was because of weight ?
Colonel Warren. Yes, sir ; several things. It  had failed to pass the test at Vicksburg completely. By tha t I mean it had failed some of  the tests but not all of them. It  was heavy and also, when we put i t into Bogue, the connectors did not hold up under the impact of the F-I B  hook test.
Mr. Horton. Thank you. I  think 1 am clear on tha t now.Mr. Hoback. Wha t is the disposition of the Convair mat ting  at Twenty Nine Palms? Is it laid out on the field?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, si r; it is under; I would call it an expeditionary airfield t ha t they have at Twenty Nine Palms.Mr. Hoback. Used in testing or training?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. Train ing.
Mr. Hoback. I s tha t the end of tha t program? I  mean, do you have any more procurement under tha t contract  ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir;  no more procurement. The contract is basically finished.
Mr. Hoback. Did you standardize on AM-2 m atting  now ?Captain Weitzenfeld. For the Marines; yes, sir.
Mr. Hoback. For the Marines. Does tha t mean you contemplate using this mat ting for some other purposes ?
Captain  W eitzenfeld. Well, there  are some other possibilities, yes, sir. Convair has, on their  own, developed a new core which will give the mat a weight of about 4.6 pounds per square foot.Mr. Roback. Which could be used for-----
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Which has been tested at Vicksburg, partially tested at  Vicksburg, and shows some promise.
Mr. H orton. For wha t ? Helicopters  ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Helicopters, the A ir Force, and other possible requirements.
Mr. Roback. I s the Navy the procur ing agency for those other services in this respect ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. I don’t know.
Mr. Roback. Who is paying for the developmental work ?Captain  Weitzenfeld. The contractor himself.
Mr. Roback. He is doing it and you are allowing it to be tested as an unsolicited proposal, so to speak ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. We have other tests going on, so it is at no cost to the Government a t this point. We have let him put  in— they have a large hangar where they put  in a lot of mats and they run a dynamic loaded wheel back and forth and we let him put  in a few mats to test.
Mr. Roback. This is not unusual  in the developmental phase.
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Captain Weitzenfeld. No, sir;  we have done this for other people.
Mr. Roback. General, do you agree wi th the substance of this te sti

mony on the disposition of this matt ing ?
General Robertsiiaw7. I have a minor exception to make to the dis

position of th at matting a t the present time. The field that it is used 
on is the  administrat ive airfield of Twenty Nine Palms installation,  
actually. We have another  field tha t is str ictly an expeditionary type 
tha t we use for tra ining,  but  we do not land our jets or any other type 
of tact ical airplane  on the field tha t the Captain  is referring to.

Mr. Roback. Wha t is it there for? Is it just lying there?
General Robertsiiaw. No, sir ; it is used for-----
Mr. Roback. It  is used for adminis trative purposes, not for 

training ?
General Robertsiiaw. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. In  other words, i t happens to be there. You would 

just, as leave it were on the training  field, but there  it  is. You are not 
using it for train ing purposes?

General Robertsiiaw. No, sir;  we do not use it for tra ining .
Mr. Roback. Unless there is any question on this poin t, I  t hink  we 

will leave it for the time being, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wilkinson. Mr. Roback, in regard to production, there  are not 

now, today, firm ground rules within DOD as to the procurement. 
There is a gentlemen's agreement which will probably be instituted 
where the Navy would be the  sole procuring agency.

Mr. Roback. Formatt ing ?
Mr. W ilkinson. For matting.
Mr. Roback. For the  Air Force?
Mr. W ilkinson. For the A ir Force.
Mr. Roback. For the  Army if they need it  and for the rest of it  ?
Mr. Wilkinson. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Is this subject to final determination, or is that a work

ing agreement now’ ?
Mr. W ilkinson. We will put  it into a DOD instruction. It  is in 

process now. It  is not in fact an instruction today. There is no dis
agreement on this point.

Mr. R oback. Are you going to procure any m atting  th at the users 
do not want?

Mr. W ilkinson. I pass.
Mr. R oback. Not i f you can help it.
Mr. Wilkinson. I pass.
Mr. Horton. On tha t point, Mr. Chairman, as I understand it  there 

would be needs other than the Marine Corps needs for mat ting?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Horton. So what you are talk ing about here is development 

in matting fo r other purposes for other services ?
Captain W eitzenfeld. For other possible purposes, yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. Which would not have anything to do with this need 

tha t the Marine Corps has ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Not as of ri ght  now. We have satisfied the 

Marine Corps need as of right  now.
Mr. Horton. So you are talk ing about a different program other 

than the SATS program when you are talking about th is additional 
matt ing need ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.



EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RIN E CORPS TACTICAL AIR FIE LDS 45

Mr. H orton. I s that right ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. Referring  to  the AM-2 matting, in the last procure

ment, and presumably in earlier  procurements, the transportation  
factor was not specified in the bid invitation, so the Government did 
not have the problem of evaluating transporta tion costs and deter
mining lowest net cost to the Government. We have taken notice 
of tha t and made staff calculations which indicate some possible 
savings.

Now, it was stated to us th at you could not put the transporta tion 
factor  into the bid invitat ion because the Marine Corps was not in 
a position to specify the destinations. Unde r the  applicable procure
ment regulations, if you do not know the sure destinations, you are 
entitled to make an educated guess so tha t you can still try  to save 
money for the Government.

Mr. Holieield. General area rather than specific location.
Mr. Roback. Or the expected location.
Admiral Fawkes. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Was any attem pt made to  get this informat ion from 

the Marine Corps? Perhaps Commander Gillis—Admiral Fawkes, 
do you have a comment ?

Admiral  F awkes. Commander Gillis should speak to this. He was 
the contracting officer and responsible for looking in to transportation.

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir;  at the time tha t we got the procure
ment request, we did have a meeting to discuss the buy as we do many 
times. At tha t time, it was brought out, are there destinations? 
NAEC went back to the Marine Corps and asked if they had final 
destinations at that time and we were told no.

It  was again brought up a t the preaward survey, I  believe. At  that  
time, they said they thought it might  go 50 percent west coast, 50 
percent east coast. But  at no t ime did my shop know any general 
direction or  specific destination.

Mr. Holifield. Without tryi ng to be a Monday morning quarter
back, would not tha t type of information have been of value to you 
in making determinations in view of the fact  tha t it  would have made 
a difference in cost?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. H olifield. In  other words, if  the  Marine Corps had said, well, 

now, we are going to use a? amount of thi s in  the South Pacific and in 
the East  and somewhere toward the West and some of it in Europe, 
would that have been helpful to you ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. And you say you could not get the precise locations, 

but you got some indication. Being aware of the rather extensive 
transporta tion costs involved, why did you not press the point?

Commander Gillis. Well, we did to—our normal operat ing proce
dures, we pressed the point as much as you normally  do. Based on ex
perience with th is mat, we never did have destinations un til after the 
award and we were actually ready to deliver the mat. Then we would 
normally get destinations.

We did press for them but we just did not get them and there was 
an urgency to this procurement so we went on with it.

Mr. Roback. What is the Marine Corps testimony on this  subject?
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Gen era l Robertshaw. Th e reques t th at  was  asked of the  Ma rine 
Corps  at  t hat tim e is alleged  n ot  to hav e been specific wi th  r eg ard to 
an ything  connected wi th the  c ontracting. I t  j us t so h appens th at  we 
hav e a t le ast  one of  the  persons  who was contacted w ith  thi s reg ard a nd  
I  wou ld like  Colonel  S toneman to rel ate  the inc ide nt firs thand.

Mr . R oback. Please  do.
Colonel Stonem an. Well, sir,  I  rece ived  a pho ne call  req uesting  

sh ipping  destinat ion s fo r matt ing,  as I  always  do on a contr act . I 
hav e in the pa st  and have in th is  case put ou t a le tter  ind icat ing ou r 
des ired  quantiti es and  amoun ts to be sh ipp ed  to various  loca tion s to 
the wing  concerned .

Mr.  R oback. You  pu t ou t a let ter , you say ?
Colonel Stonem an. Yes, sir.
Mr . Roback. To whom ?
Colone l Stoneman. T o Chief , Bu reau  o f Na va l W eapons.
Mr. Roback. W ha t w as the da te of  th a t l et te r in re la tio n to the b id 

invit at ion ?
Colone l Stonem an. That  le tte r was  pu t out , sir,  on Ja nuar y 15, 

1964.
Mr. R oback. When was the bid  invit at ion se nt ou t ?
Colonel Stoneman . Th e IF B , sir,  th e b id opening date  was  Oc tobe r 

21, 1963.
Mr. R oback. So that even tho ug h yo u d id  no t ha ve t hi s info rmation  

ou t in tim e to  h ave  it  specified  in th e bid  invit ati on , nevertheles s you 
did sometime the re af te r specify the  inf orma tio n ?

Colonel Stone man . Le t me ret rogre ss a lit tle  bit , sir. When I  re 
ceived t hi s pho ne call, at  no t ime  was it  imp lied to me th at  th is  d est i
na tio n inf orma tio n th at  th ey wante d ha d an ything  to do wi th negoti
atio n. No one asked me f or  th is destina tio n in t he  li gh t t hat the  con 
tr ac t could no t be aw ard ed un til  we go t it. I t  was merely a nor ma l 
procedure , plea se send  me y ou r destina tion locatio n so we can inform  
the IN SM AT people f or  de live ry of  thi s stuf f when it  is ava ilab le. I  
tol d the m I wou ld give  the  l et ter wi th am ple  tim e so t hat when pr o
duction  deliveri es were  rea dy  fo r sh ipp ing,  the y could go right into  
th ei r Government  bill s of ladin g.

Mr . R oback. You were r esp ondin g to a r equ est  f or  t he  info rm ation  
so th at  when the y act ua lly  needed to pu t th is stuff down, you could 
give it  to  them. But  i f they ha d ac tua lly  come to you  and said , “We  
can  save  the  Gov ernment a few thousan d dolla rs here if  we knew 
where  i t is going, tel l us your  desti na tio n”—they nev er said anything  
like th at  ?

Colonel Stoneman . No, sir.
Mr . Roback. I s the re any reason  why the  Navy could no t have 

done  i t ?
Comm and er Gill is. W ha t was tha t,  sir?
Mr. Roback. I s there  any reas on why you cou ld no t hav e pu t th is 

out ?
Comm and er Gill is. No, sir . Now, know ing  th e fac ts and so fo rth , 

be ing  in procure me nt and it is yo ur  business, I  guess you ju st  th ink 
th at  eve rybody  else knows th is is one  bi g fac tor . We  pu rsu ed  i t in the  
sense th at  we ha d to have it  wi thou t ex plaining  ju st  why we ha d to 
hav e it. We  assumed  th at  any bod y we asked th is question of  wou ld 
know  th at  we were  goi ng to tak e it  int o con sidera tion  if  we ha d the  
des tina tion s.
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Mr. Roback. Well, did you call up the Defense Traffic Management Service and ask them for an advisory on the whole matter, as to what kind of transporta tion is most effective and what savings would we have if we put it in the bid invitat ion ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir; we didn’t.
Mr. Roback. Do you have some kind of traffic uni t which gives advice on th is ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir ; we have NAEC.
Mr. Roback. Wha t do they do? Did they study this matter for destinations ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir;  because we did not have any destinations.
Mr. Holifield. Would they ordinarily study it?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir;  if we had destinations, we would 

have gotten two bids and it would have been evaluated on that  basis with the  assistance of DTMS and our own.
Mr. H olifield. Did your request go out prio r to notice of bids, to 

sending out IFB s? Did your request for destinations  go out then or later  ?
Commander Gillis. I asked fo r destinations before I  p ut the IF B on the street. I  was told they didn’t know where it would go.
Mr. Holifield. So in effect the information tha t you received on January 15, 1964, was much later, was interes ting to you from the 

standpoint o f shipment of  the product, but it was of no value to you in making any saving in your IFB declaration ?
Commander Gillis. No, sir. If  we get bids f.o.b. plant , once we 

do ge t the destinations, then we go out to the INSM AT in the area and give them all  the destinations. Then he would go to DTMS and he would give us the best routes and rates.
Mr. Holifield. I recognize you cannot have geographical bids. But  where there are facilities on both, let us say, east and west and south coasts, and it does relate to savings in tran sportation , I  go back to counsel’s suggestion yesterday, or his question, ra ther, why could 

not there have been a split  bid on this in view of the fact tha t it was not a ma tter of contractor origination , 90 percent of i t being p urchased from one of these large presses ?
Commander Gillis. Knowing what  I know now, i f we did make another buy and if I did have my final destinations, I  would probably 

buy three lots, say I  had  three destinations and then evaluate each lot on its own merit. And I might  actually end up with three separate awards.
Mr. Holifield. The subcommittee is not so much concerned with this one procurement as we are in the methods used in procurement and the possibilities of improving the methods of procurement. Tha t is why I  asked this question.
Commander Gillis. Normally, we do have destinations.
Mr. II orton. Mr. Chairman, on the very point tha t you made, as 

I gathered  the testimony from Commander Gillis, there seems to  be a void here. As I understood it from him, he more or less expected 
tha t the other service, or the service involved here, would have given 
him informat ion with regard  to destination and apparently  the Marine 
Corps did not receive such a request; therefore, the question did not 
come up to them. Of course, they were not involved in the pro-
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curement. Perhaps this is a point to be made, th at the procurement 
agency have an affirmative obligation to ascertain destination with 
regard to whatever might be involved.

Is tha t fair ly accurate as to what happened here ? In  other words, 
you were expecting or you thought  that because of the situation here, 
they would have indicated destination and apparently  they got no 
specific request from you. Therefore, they did not make any.

Commander Gillis. Well, I asked and they acknowledged th at I 
asked, but  they did not put the importance on it  th at I knew existed.

Mr. H orton. When did  you ask?
Commander Gillis. Before I actually put  the IF B on the street. 

Before I  asked for bids.
Mr. Horton. Which one are you talk ing about now? Are you 

talkin g about the one in February 1963?
Commander Gillis. The last one; yes, sir.
Mr. H orton. Well, now, th at was not the last one.
Commander Gillis. No, sir; the one in October 1963. Yes, sir; the 

Washington Aluminum award.
Mr. H orton. I am going back now to—was not there  one in March, 

too?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. We also asked at tha t time.
Mr. Horton. When you say asked, of whom did you ?
Commander Gillis. Of the Marine Corps.
Mr. ITorton. Well, I  understood the testimony from Colonel Stone- 

man that  they had not received any such request. Is this inaccurate ?
Colonel Stoneman. No, sir. The question was, give us your de

livery schedule. What I want the record to be very sure of, sir, the 
question was never asked of me that this delivery schedule had in any 
way any effect to do with negotiations or contract schedule. I was 
asked for a delivery schedule and I was asked tha t I provide one so 
they could set up their  proposals with the INSM AT people and keep 
the production rolling.

Mr. H orton. When were you asked for  th at informat ion ?
Colonel Stoneman. For  the Washington Aluminum contract, sir, 

I cannot say when it was.
Mr. Horton. It  was prior to Janua ry 1964?
Colonel Stoneman. Oh, yes, sir. I told them I would give them a 

delivery schedule and give them about 60 days which they could set 
up for the INSMAT people for delivery.

Mr. Holifield. Was tha t delivery schedule to include point of des ti
nation or merely readiness at the contractor level of the  material ?

Colonel Stoneman. No, sir; tha t was final destination, final res ting 
place of the m atting  for each of our wfings. I did the same thin g for 
the Bu tler contract.

Mr. Horton. Just so I am clear, you corroborate the statement Com
mander Gillis made with regard to the request ?

Colonel Stoneman. Yes, sir; one of the subordinates at NAEC 
called me. We have a Marine liaison officer on duty there and I dis
cussed it  wi th him. But at no time was I  told that  th is was very im
porta nt to the award of the contract, because I would have been vitally 
interested.

Mr. H orton. I understand.
Mr. Roback. Can anyone give me a little advice on this procurement 

aspect of an evaluation ? Where the transporta tion factor  is not speci-
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fied in the invitation, is it subject to  meaningful challenge a fter  the 
award is made ?

Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Can a protes t be made on the grounds that th is award 

is not the one of least cost to the Government ?
Commander Gillis. No, s ir ; I do not believe so. Once the I FB  is 

opened and you have your prices, then it is up to the Government to 
ship it on a GBL.

Mr. Roback. In  other words, if there is nothing specified in the 
invitation, the th ing is not challengeable?

Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. So the burden lies upon the procuring officer, in your 

judgment, to be sure tha t the transporta tion item is in, and if it is 
not in, it is not an issue.

We have a representative of the Office of the Assistan t Secretary 
of Defense for  Instal lation  and Logistics. Can we have some brief 
commentary ? Is Captain Standish here ?

STATEMENT OF CAPT. E. M. STANDISH, OFFICE OF ASSISTANT
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (INSTALLATION AND LOGISTICS)

Captain Standish. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Will you address yourself to this point, if a protest 

can be meaningfully made against an award on the grounds tha t it 
is not the least cost to the Government, even though the bid invita
tion itself does not say anything  about transportation?

Captain Standish. I would say from tha t point of view, i f a pro
test is made before an award, it is one situation. Aft er the award, 
the normal procedure -would be to return  it  to the General Accounting 
Office fo r a determination.

Mr. Roback. To your knowledge, has th is m atter ever been adjudi
cated?

Captain  Standish. No, sir. I have never heard or run  across a case 
of a protest  on an award on the matter of transportation.

Mr. Roback. You do not have any opinion as to whether it would be 
challengeable. Tha t would be a matter for the GAO ?

Captain Standish. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Do we have a GAO man here ?

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. RUMIZEN, OFFICE OF THE GENERAL 
COUNSEL, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Mr. Rumizen. Yes. My name is Robert H. Rumizen, Office of the 
General Counsel.

In this part icula r invitation, there was no mention made in th e in
vitation at all as to destinations. Bidders were not advised tha t 
transportation costs or weights or other factors dealing with trans
portation would be taken into consideration.

Hence it would be quite clear to all bidders tha t the only thin g 
the Navy was interested in was the bare cost, the bid price of the 
end item, tha t they were not to take into consideration any factors 
relating to transportation, this being strictly  the Government’s busi-
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In my opinion, the fact that the transporta tion costs may be in
creased because of an award to a part icula r low bidder over tha t of 
another bidder would have no effect at all on the award.

Mr. Holifield. From a legal standpoint, you mean ?
Mr. Rumizen. From a legal standpoint, sir. In  other words, the  

lowest responsible bidder is determined at the time, subsequent to the 
times the bids are opened when they make the administrative determi
nation that  the low bidder is the lowest responsible bidder, price is the 
factor considered. They document that. As f ar  as our Office is con
cerned, that is a legal award.

Mr. H olifield. Let’s go beyond the legality of this matter and look 
at the end result, which is e ither to save or expend additional dollars 
on behalf of the taxpayers. We made a tentative  recommendation, 
and I would like to have your comment on it from the standpoint 
of your overall duties as guardian of the tax dollar.

We recommend th at  in fut ure  SATS competitive procurements— 
and I might say this might be carried over into other types of pro
curement—

We recommend th at  in fu ture  SATS competitive procurements which involve 
significant transp ort ation  costs, and f.o.b. origin quotations , a determined effort 
be made by the  using and purchasing  activities to establish  firm or proposed 
dest inat ions prior to issuance of bid invitatio ns. This  would enable contract  
personnel to inco rporate estim ated  transp ort ation  costs to the Government in 
the bid evaluation and to select the con trac tors  whose price, together with  esti 
mated transp ortation costs will result  in the lowest delivered  cost to the Gov
ernment. Fu rth er , we recommend that  in all instances  where tran spo rta tion 
costs will be significant, the  co ntracting agency should notify the Defense Traffic 
Management Service of the  qua nti ties and dest inat ions involved as soon as 
possible af te r awa rd of the  contr ac t(s ) so th at  app ropriate action can be taken 
to negotiate  with transp ortation companies.

Are we going too far  afield? Is this practica l or impractical?
Mr. Rumizen. I th ink it  is entirely practical , sir. Under the ASPR 

as written now, if  I  remember, the procurement agency always has the 
option of naming general designation locations.

Mr. Holifield. There might be some things tha t are bought and 
transmitted in all directions.

Mr. Rumizen. That is true, sir bu t in  my experience, I  have found 
that  in most cases destinations can be generally located, determined 
in the invitation for bids.

Mr. Roback. So tha t a special care reposes on the procuring- au
thority  ?

Mr. R umizen. Yes, indeed; in other words, the bidders would not 
be on notice a t all tha t transporta tion costs would be a factor, unless 
the end item were requested for a par ticu lar destination so they could 
compute their costs accordingly as fa r as transportation  is concerned.

Air. Horton. Air. Chairman, in fairness to the Navy, I think  I 
should ask the same question.

Is such a recommendation practica l in nature  or not?
Admiral  F awkes. If  it  please the chairman, we have present in the 

room our expert in this area, Captain Diggle of the Office of Naval 
Afaterial. I would like to ask him to t ry  to answer that.

Mr. Holifield. The subcommittee would like to hear from him.
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STATEMENT OE CAPT. R. H. DIGGLE, TJ.S. NAVY, OFFICE OF NAVAL 
MATERIAL

Captain. D iggle. I am Captain Diggle of the  Office of Naval Mate
rial. I would like to assure you, sir, that the Navy does follow this 
very recommendation tha t you have to offer as a mat ter of policy. 
Freight,  where i t is a significant p ar t of a  procurement, must be con
sidered insofar  as the tota l expense to the U.S. Government is 
concerned.

However, sir, there are, in many, many instances, situations in which 
the requesting activity  does not, for  several reasons, know the dest ina
tions at the time tha t we hi t the street on a given invitat ion for bid 
or request for proposal, or alternate ly, due to circumstances, do not 
wish, even i f they do know, to reveal tha t information at tha t time. 
ASP R, the Armed Services Procurement Regulations, addresses itsel f 
to this subject.

On oversea shipment, sir, it  indicates tha t normally and generally 
speaking, i t is better to buy f.o.b. origin inasmuch as ocean t ranspor
tation on special f reight rates tha t we can get, et  cetera, on bulk ship
ments can be sometimes more advantageously obtained by Government 
than  perhaps by industry.

But we do consider this  thing in each instance, Mr. Chairman, and 
we do, as I said before, have problems sometimes in obtaining 
destinations.

Mr. II olifield. You are refe rring particularly to security reasons 
for not revealing? I t seems ra ther odd to me. Or is i t just  lack of 
knowledge as to where the material is going ?

Capta in Diggle. No, Mr. Chairm an; in many instances one does 
not know a t the time of the origina tion of a procurement request pre 
cisely where and in what quantity he will lay materia l down to a given 
destination. He may know that, in essence, he will be shipping to one 
or more destinations, but he does not know specifically at tha t time 
quantities.

Now the prerequisite, sir, of a purchase request is tha t you know 
what you are going to buy and so specify, the quant ity tha t you are 
going to buy, and the destinations to which you will ship those quan
tities. Now, these are the three basic prerequis ites of a purchase re
quest. This is well known to anyone who asks th at a certain  item be 
bought.

Again, the  responsiveness of a bidder to the terms and the conditions 
of the invitation for bid, then, is responding specifically to the man
ner in  which you h it the street, so that  if  you did not ask for  destina
tions you would be responding and have no legal basis for rejecting 
it, as the gentleman from GAO said.

Mr. H olifield. I understand that.  If  it is not in the IFB,  of 
course, there is no legal requirement.

Captain D iggle. Yes, sir.
Admiral Fawkes. I would like to make one other comment if 1 

may, Mr. Chairman, and tha t is: In the Navy and Marine business, 
where we are  flexible and the world situation is changing and we do 
not know where we are suddenly going to be deployed to, it is quite 
often t rue tha t the  planning people, who should name the destination ,



52 EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RIN E CORPS TACTICAL AIR FIE LDS

honestly cannot tell jus t which contingency is going to arise where and just  wnat the priorities would be at the time tha t the procurement is placed.
Mr. Holifield. But there are areas where you are buying for specific geographical reasons.
Admira l Fawkes. Yes, sir.
Mr. H olifield. I am not saying, for example, that in Europe you 

are going to send it to Holland, but I am think ing of the European  
Continent as a place distinct from the Far  East.  If  you know you are going to the Fa r Eas t generally, you may not know the specific location.

Admiral Fawkes. That is true, but what I meant is in the case of three Marine air wings, the Marines might have known but they 
might not know which Marine air wing they would want to ship to 
first, which they would want to ship to second. It  would depend on the world situation as of the moment it  becomes ready for shipment.

Mr. Roback. I th ink the record will show here tha t if a concerted effor t had been made, with full awareness of potential savings, to get the destination data, I am sure the  Marines would have come up with the 
answer, and I thin k it would have been in due time. I th ink the record is fair ly obvious, so we ought not to overgeneralize this  point.

Admiral  F awkes. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. We will discuss for a few moments the anchor produc

tion contract. This so-called ear th anchor is an item which is used in 
connection with these airfields in order to hold down the catapults and arrest ing gear ? Is tha t right, Captain  Weitzenfeld ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. It  was originally  conceived to hold down the track on the catapult.
Mr. Roback. The catapult  track  ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. It  subsequently was determined that it was a most useful device for all installations of catapult and arresting gear equipment.
Subsequently, we eliminated the track but the anchor is now a major item in the SATS concept for holding down equipment now and not track.
Mr. Roback. I think Mr. Garmatz wanted to talk about matting.
Mr. Garmatz. Yes, s ir; if I may go back, in section I I I  on page 24 

of the preliminary staff report, on extrusion costs, in the last paragraph :
Discussions  wi th Bureau of Naval Weapons personnel disclosed an antic ipation th at  the contractor,  to compensa te fo r possible losses or margina l retu rns,  would seek pr ice a djustments in the  contract  based on loosely worded specifications.
Would you elaborate on tha t and be a little more specific on the words “on loosely worded specifications” ?
Mr. Roback. This was a staff wording, and I might say there  was 

some little  change proposed by the Navy in the language, and also a statement, I think after  you left, by Commander Gil lis about how’ they regarded this contract.
He testified, and he can repeat  i t if you would like, that  they did 

not anticipate there would be any request for such changes. Is that right?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Do you want to elaborate for the Congressman ?
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Commander Gillis. There is no reason to believe that  there will be 
any request for additional funds for this contract, none whatsoever. 
There is no basis for it. I t is a fixed-price contract and Washington 
Aluminum Co. must live up to the terms of the contract. There is 
nothing to draw on.

Mr. Hoback. Well, the testimony on specifications, as I understand 
it, as the record will show, is tha t—Captain Weitzenfeld testified 
that  he did not want to make the specifications too tigh t where cer
tain kinds of  processes were involved, because if they did, tha t would 
invite all kinds of contention about really what the specifications were 
and whether they involved adjustment costs. So, for example, they 
would not specify tha t the welding should be automatic or hand 
welded, even though they prefer red automatic welding. They did 
not specify it.

Is tha t right?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir. What I said was we do not norm

ally specify process in our specifications, because if the contractor 
follows our process and the material  does no t now meet the spec, he 
can say it is our faul t. Tha t is what I said.

Mr. H olifield. I cannot see any difference between what you have 
said and what counsel has said here.

Captain  Weitzenfeld. We do not write loose specifications. We 
do not plan to write loose specifications. We write the tightest spec 
we can from the standpoint of ge tting  good quality and determining 
what the spec will be upon completion.

Cost is taken into consideration, and so on. We do not write loose 
specifications meaningfully.

Admira l F awkes. It  is the difference, sir, between end product and 
processes. He is saying we write  tig ht specs-----

Captain  Weitzenfeld. We do not tell the contractor how to make 
the item specifically. We tell him what the material  is, what the 
streng th is, what the dimensions are, what the heat treat is, what the 
inspection requirements are. Then he can make tha t in any way he 
sees fit.

Mr. Holifield. I think I understand. It  is a difference between 
the interp retation of the staff as to process being not the designation 
of process. The people that  the staff ta lked with-----

Mr. Hoback. We need more elaboration on this point, Mr. Chairman, 
to clear the record.

Mr. Holifield. Yes. Apparently,  they did not p ut the same mean
ing on the words “loose specifications” as you do.

You say that  if you do not designate process, tha t is still not loose, 
while the  other contention is tha t if you do not designate process, it  
is loose.

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Loose in the sense that we want to get a cer
tain piece of equipment so we specify what we want as tigh t as we can ; 
loose in the sense that  we do not  specify normally what the  process is 
to reach the end product.

Mr. Moorhead. You specify ends and not means; is tha t correct?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask a question o r two, 

and nothing in this discussion ought to be taken by any contractor as a 
case for or against any claim. I  am just suggesting that this ought
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not to be an argument to be used by a contractor. But  I  would want 
Mr. Wilkinson to tell us wherein the  specifications could be considered 
loose. We said these were loose on the basis of our understanding of 
the information given to us. Wherein is the specification loose, in your 
judgment?

Mr. Wilkinson. As of today the specification of the Washington 
Aluminum contract as amended to date is a thoroughly adequate 
specification.

Mr. Roback. As far  as the contractor is concerned.
Mr. Wilkinson. And as far  as the Bureau of Naval Weapons 

is concerned and as fa r as the Naval Engineering  Center is 
concerned. This remark, i f I  may continue, preceded all of these time 
periods and related to the large number of changes tha t had to be made 
after the award of the original or the  first product ion AM-2 contract 
to Butler Manufacturing  Co. If  you will recall—again i t is pa rt of 
the record—there were numerous and many changes tha t had to be 
made. The question was tha t our concern, which we la ter satisfied 
ourselves on, our concern was tha t possibly these numerous changes 
had not been picked up in the drawings and had been put in the IFB 
tha t went on the street which subsequently resulted in the award to 
Washington Aluminum Co.

Now, subsequent to these discussions, the Bureau satisfied itself that  
all of these changes were in fact incorporated in the drawings prior 
to their use of the final production contract. The “loose”—I cannot 
recall the  use of the exact word but I  think it  is appropria te—referred 
to the state of th e drawings at the time they were used for the first 
production contract. You recall the record, and we went over it yester
day there were numerous changes. There have been some minor 
changes to the specification for the current Washington Aluminum 
contract  but they are very minor and we a t the moment anticipate no 
fur the r changes.

Mr. R oback. Mr. Chairman, I  shall not pursue this  fur ther , because 
as I  say, I  do not want to be gui lty of suggesting possibilities for con
tractors to come in with contentions, so we will leave tha t and we will 
work out th at portion of  the rep ort with the Navy officials.

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Chairman, that satisfies my question.
Mr. H olifield. Proceed.
Mr. Roback. We will discuss the anchor contract. You said this 

anchor was first designed to hold down the track. That is the  track 
of the ca tapult?

Capta in W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Are you going to a trackless concept in a catapult?
Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. So the anchor will not be needed for  tha t purpose.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Excep t tha t we have still a few catapults 

tha t still use track. But the modern catapult, the one tha t we will 
buy in quantity, is trackless.

Mr. Roback. What is the anchor used for in the most recent 
concept?

Captain Weitzenfeld. In  the most recent concept, the anchor is 
used to hold down other  equipment, the arres ting gear and the 
catapult itself.

Mr. Roback. It  is not used to anchor the  matting?
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Captain Weitzenfeld. It  is not used to anchor the matting gen
erally ; no, sir. There are a few places where we use th is to anchor 
some parts  of the matting, but not the general field.

Mr. Hoback. The general concept of the anchor is a tube which is 
dispersed at certain points in the field and anchored to the earth  
by an explosive charge. Tha t is, you use an explosive charge to put 
down prongs into the earth and then you put cement in the cavity 
which is formed, and tha t becomes the bed of the anchor. Is tha t 
the general idea, jus t so the members can follow the concept?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. This was also the subject of several development 

contracts, including Harvey’s; is that  right?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir; we had three basic contracts in 

the beginning. About 30 people responded and we selected three 
contracts.

Mr. Roback. There came a time when you decided you wanted to 
put  this into competitive procurement and get production quantities; 
is tha t right  ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Were these the first production quantities?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. In  effect, first, tha t we call production  

quantities, although the developer during the course of th eir develop
ment had actually furnished more anchors than  this contract called 
for.

Air. Roback. While this was the first contract called a production 
contract, in effect the developers—is this true of all the developers?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Who had produced substantial quantities? Was it 

Harvey Aluminum ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Harvey Aluminum was the only one.
Air. Roback. Tha t was written in this case into  the development 

contract?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Although as a general principle, the Office of Naval 

Materia l likes to separate out production from development contracts?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Well, actually during this period we were 

still doing quite a bit of test and evaluation and research and 
development. In  this part icular case, although we call it a produc
tion procurement, the anchors basically were still going to be used fo r 
development now or the use now with the other kinds of equipment, 
the arres ting gears and the catap ult bases and this sort of thing.

So there is a slight difference of meaning here, tha t we talk about 
a production contract, but the equipment was really going to be used 
for continuing the development and evaluation and test of other 
equipment.

Air. Roback. Was this the ground for having  it negotiated rath er 
than  advertised as fa r as you understood ?

Captain W eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Commander Gillis, is tha t why this was a nego

tiated contract ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. The purchase request stated tha t 

these anchors are required for equipment anchoring  of the TR E-2F, 
the TRE -8, TCE-2 catapu lts and the TAI-21, TM-24, and AI-20, 
AIod-1 arresting gear.
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Mr. R oback. You got approval from higher authority to negotiate 
this contract on the grounds it was a development contract ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. As f ar as you understand, it is a development and not 

a production contract ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir-----
Mr. R oback. If  it  is a development contract, why d idn’t you leave 

its sole source with the developer?
Commander Gillis. Because in this case we did have drawings.
Mr. R oback. You had  drawings tha t you thought  could be used in 

competitive procurement, but not good enough for advertised pro
curement ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Well, wherein were the drawings deficient for adver

tised procurement ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Well, the drawings were all right but we 

had time as a factor which went on in the justification—time was 
brought out and we had to have them at a very early date. With  
the basis tha t it is being used for development and improvement and 
the time factor, we decided tha t getting  what you might call com
petitive negotiation rath er than  competitive advertis ing would be 
the best method to procure these.

Mr. Roback. So it was called development to just ify negotiation 
and was not advert ised because you claim the time was too short?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Now, what would have been the time difference be

tween negotiated and advertised procurement in this case?
Commander Gillis. Well, it is hard  to really say, sir.
Mr. Roback. Give us a minimum and a maximum.
Commander Gillis. Well, if you advertised, you usually have to 

stay on the street about 30 days, have your opening, evaluate, and 
then if you did get a man you did not think  could proper ly produce, 
you would have to run preaward surveys on him. If  the preaward 
showed he could not produce, tha t he was a small business, you would 
have to go to a certificate of competency for small business which 
would take  another 30 days. It  might run it anywhere from 3 to 4 
months and maybe even longer. These were all taken into consid
eration.

Mr. Roback. What was the urgency in the anchor?
Commander Gillis. It  is imperative th at these anchors be provided 

for fur ther  test development and evaluation and obtaining the opti 
mum performance of the Marine Corps SATS systems. This is the 
justification furnished me on the procurement request from the 
Center.

Mr. Roback. What is the substance now ?
Commander Gillis. It  set a date, it said it was imperative that  

they have these anchors at a very early date so they could go on with 
the testing  and evaluation of the equipment.

Mr. R oback. Captain  Weitzenfeld, why did the question of the an
chors become so timely?

Captain Weitzenfeld. We had decided to install some RE -2F’s 
for the Marine Corps. This is still with the trac k; 750 anchors are 
required just  for the track alone. We had planned to ship these in 
the middle—in the summer of 1963.



EQ UI PM EN T FOR MA RINE  CORPS TACTICAL AIRFIEL DS  57
Mr. Roback. What happened to tha t initial time requirement? It  kind of got attr ited  out. You slipped the program at least half  a year.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir;  the RE -2F , we had trouble with it. We did not solve the trouble for about 5 months.
Mr. Roback. RE -2F  is what, now ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. The RE -2F  is the second-generation interim catapult.
Mr. Roback. So even though you wanted it in a h urry , you did not get it  in a hurry, because on this p artic ular  procurement, you ran into trouble ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. At this time tha t we asked for this, it appeared thait we would be ready to  ship in the summer. The tests were going satisfactorily and everything worked fine. Subsequently, we had a lot of problems with the equipment.
Mr. R oback. Was some of the slippage due to late Government deliveries of any equipment ?
Commander Gillis. Not at tha t time. We were having  trouble with the catapult.
Mr. Roback. You were having trouble with the catapult?Commander Gillis. I say the sense of urgency changed afte r we had detailed our procurement order for anchors, because suddenly, the catapult stopped and we had to continue our development on the catapult.
Mr. Roback. One of the points  at  issue was whether there were certain  specifications, and one of these was a basic tube, as to whether you required a tubing which was, say, of a ircraf t quality steel rather  than  some commercial graded steel. Now, the anchor in th is case was one developed by Harvey, is that  right?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. It  was put  on procurement and the award was made to Ent wistle; right  ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. In  other words, Harvey and Entwistle were the two companies wi th which you negotiated, or a t least you got offers from those two companies?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Now, did you specify in the offer that you might  make an award without fur ther negotiation ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Why was th at ; because you were pushed for time ?Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Rut otherwise you would not do that?
Commander Gillis. No, sir. Well, we might. It  all depends on what the circumstances are. Sometimes we do and sometimes we do not.
Mr. Roback. Is it a matter of time or a m atter of your judgment whether there is competition which will decide th at you will not do fur ther  negotiation after you get an offer ?
Commander Gillis. That is another factor.
Mr. Roback. Why did you decide when you had only two offers tha t there was adequate competition ?
Commander Gillis. Because we thought both were real capable people and they could do the job.
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Mr. Roback. You did not evaluate in either case what the costs 
were? You did not analyze the costs?

Commander Gillis. We certainly did.
Mr. Roback. In  both cases?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. You decided that  by the internal evidence in each case, 

one related to the other, they were competitive, th at they would give 
enough competition so th at you would not have to negotiate further ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. And you would take their first price ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. And also have the advantage  of being quick ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. And that is what you did ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. When did the specification issue come up? Was tha t 

written before the request went out, this higher specification for the 
tubing ?

Commander Gillis. Capta in Weitzenfeld?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. In  the normal process of making up our 

procurement package, we always review our specifications. This, of 
course, includes the drawings and we looked at such things as material 
standards, dimensions, i f the drawings and the  notes on the drawings 
are clear and p roper  and in the  proper format and the tolerances are 
compatible with costs and reliability  and this sort of thing—this is 
standard  practice. In doing this, we took the Harvey  drawings and 
we brought them up to date by making some relatively minor  changes. 
One of these changes was to change the steel in the tube  from an SAE 
commercial grade  to a mill spec grade. And there were other changes. 
The most significant change, I think, was the  ogive, which is the bot
tom part  of the anchor which you drive into  the ground. There were 
some threading changes and a few minor  materiel changes. There was 
this kind of review, to assure th at any manufacturer knew what we 
wanted and th at we could inspect to it.

Of course, in the catapult arresting gear business, the equipment is 
always tied to an airplane. We try to be ju st as careful as we can to 
know exactly what we are going to get so we do not have airc raft  
accidents and so forth.

Mr. Roback. What is there in the experimental data or design 
evaluation which would indicate, outside of an understandable concern 
to protect expensive equipment, that  commercial grade steel would not 
work?

Captain Weitzenfeld. I do not understand this, sir. I do not 
unders tand what all the concern was.

Mr. Roback. I am try ing  to find out. I  do not understand, either, 
so you help us understand.

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir. I have some figures.
For  the 3,000 tubes tha t we would buy if you bought this off the 

slef—before we d id any machining or any heat trea ting  or any in
specting—the curren t cost, and this is f rom United  States Steel, for 
mil spec material would be $13,290. For the  commercial SAE grade, 
$42,570, a difference of $720.

Mr. Roback. Now, Harvey lias communicated to some sources in 
the Navy, and as we understand it, the difference between the two
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specs would have been 40 or more thousand dollars. That is, as I un
derstand, derived from an alternate bid that Harvey made, which 
would have been some $49,000 less. Now, if  the material ditference in 
cost is less than a thousand dollars, how could Harvey have bid $49,000 
less ? Do you know ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. I do not know, sir.
I think they made a mistake.
Mr. R oback. But  since tha t was an offer before you, and under the 

terms of a negotiated bid, where the barn  door is wide, you have a 
responsibility to evaluate whether tha t saving was possible, whether 
tha t material would serve the purpose.

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Well, in the  course of questions and answers 
and the decisions tha t were made during this time period, we talked to  
Harvey a number of times about these specifications. But with the 
technical people, no costs were mentioned. The first appearance of the 
$49,000 difference was in the  bid package—in their  answer to the  bid 
package, in which they gave an alterna te proposal, saying it would 
be to  the already delivered Harvey drawings and specifications and 
they suggested it  would be $49,000 less. We d id not see tha t because 
of the fact t ha t it was a negotiated bid. The price was not mentioned 
to the technical people. The first time I , frank ly, was aware of th is 
was when I read the committee staff’s prelim inary report..

Mr. Roback. Do I  understand correctly tha t you wrote in  a h igher 
spec afte r you received the Harvey  drawings, which were the basic 
specs. You improved on them in certain particulars . In  one particu 
lar, you increased the specification of the steel tubing.

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Then Harvey, as one of the two who negotiated, who 

submitted an offer, submitted two offers; one on the basis of th at mil 
spec, as you call it , and the other on the basis of the commercial grade 
steel, and the difference between the two is $49,000. Are you saying 
you were not aware th at there were two Harvey offers ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. I was aware there were two offers, bu t I  did 
not know what the price differential was.

Mr. Roback. Was not any price specified in the offer ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir. But  the contracting officer when he 

looked at this asked me i f I would relax my technical specifications. 
I said no, not knowing the difference in price.

Now, if I had known the difference in price and if he could have 
bought t hat , which he could not have, he would then have had to go 
out to everybody and ask for new proposals on the new specs. I would 
have been glad to have bought it for tha t price, because we would 
have gotten practically the same anchor tha t we got.

Mr. Roback. Are you now saying th at if he had told you th at there 
was a bid differential there, you would have been disposed to favor
ably consider it?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. If  I had known what the price was; yes, 
sir.

Mr. R oback. Commander Gillis, why did  you not tell him what the 
price was ? Is that a secret you hold from him ?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Why is that ?
Commander Gillis. Under the RF P procedure, when I receive the 

bids if there is an alternate proposal, we delete the prices from all
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proposals. This is for the contracting office only. We do not pass 
them out in negotiation, because there is a place there that if that word 
got out, it might affect other bidders. We hold these prices in the 
office. We offered the alternate proposal to the engineers and asked 
them if they were willing to relax their specs.

Mr. Roback. Were you af raid  th at Captain Wietzenfeld would dis
close the price to unauthorized persons or to competing offerors?

Commander Gillis. No, sir. I was not.
Mr. Holifeld. I think tha t we ought to clear this up. This is a 

procedure which seems to me to be justified, that you do withhold any 
prices unti l the award, th at you keep it in as narrow a field as possible 
until  you make your award. If  you a re looking to Captain  Weitzen- 
feld for technical advice, you are asking for a technical answer. It  
has nothing to do with the price of the bid.

Commander Gillis. Tha t is right.
Mr. Holifield. So it would seem to me-----
Mr. Roback. But you heard  the testimony of Captain Weitzenfeld, 

Mr. Chairman, tha t if he had known the price, he would have con
sidered tha t the design specification change was not tha t necessary. 
He would have saved the Government some $40,000.

(Note.—This figure represents the difference between Harvey ’s al 
ternate bid of $169,650 and E ntwis tle’s revised bid of $209,910, which 
became the contract  price.)

Captain  Weitzenfeld. If  I could have bought tha t alterna te pro
posal. But since it was not as to the RF P, the contract ing officer 
would have had to have gone out to everybody again and asked for a 
new RFP. In  my opinion, if the regula r proposal—this is my 
opinion—if the regular proposal of Harvey  was a good proposal, this 
alterna te proposal would have been redone and would have come in 
fair ly close to their original proposal.

My point is tha t the difference between the two specs costwise is 
very, very minor.

Mr. Roback. And if you had negotiated with Harvey, you could 
have gotten a better steel for the lower price, in effect, on the basis of 
the minor cost differences, would you say ?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Understand what I said. You found out from re

liable suppliers tha t the material difference in the cost under the two 
specs is insignificant.

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Therefore, one is warran ted in concluding afte r the 

fact, if this is the case, that  you probably could have negotiated with 
Harvey for the kind of steel you wanted at the saving of $40,000. 
Is not tha t a sensible conclusion afte r the fact? If  what you say is 
true and I  am asking you only fo r a judgment  based on what you say 
is the truth.

Captain Weitzenfeld. If  their alternate proposal was a good pro
posal, I would have saved $40,000. But  I  do not think it was, you 
see.

Mr. Roback. Nobody negotiated and even tried to find out ?
Captain  Weitzenfeld. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. Because all tha t the procurement officer put to you 

was, “Captain, do you want to relax your specs,” and you said “Hell ,
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no.’’ Of course you did, because nobody understood what the possi
bilities were and what the relevant issues were. If  tha t is the way 
you handle procurement, i t is a lways going to cost you more money. 

Mr. Horton. Could I ask a question ?
Mr. Holifield. Mr. Horton.
Mr. H orton. Commander Gillis, is there any reason why this price 

information could not be made available to people in your own 
Center?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir. Because i t is supposed to stay in the 
contract ing office. It  is not supposed to be passed out for technical 
evaluation. When 1 buy something for the Navy, the Navy is sup
posed to know what they want. If  they don’t know, they aren’t sup
posed to come to me. If  I get an alternate proposal, I send it up to the 
technical people and say, is this alternate proposal satisfactory?

Price has no bearing whatsoever. We are buying what we need.
Mr. Horton. In  this case, price was a factor.
Commander Gillis. No, sir.
Mr. Horton. Could have been a factor ?
Commander Gillis. Might have been, yes. But they were given no 

oppor tunity  to look.
Mr. H orton. "What is the danger  involved in revealing this to the 

technical aspect of your department?
Commander G illis. You might give away the negotiation position 

of o ther bidders.
Mr. Roback. But they are on your side of the table. Capta in Weit- 

zenfeld is working for the Navy, not the contractor.
Mr. Horton. Your offices are fai rly  close together are they not?
Commander Gillis. There are lots of people between my office and 

Captain Weitzenfeld’s office, too.
Mr. Horton. If  you are trying to save money for the Govern

ment and working in the same office, it seems to me there ought to 
lie some way to safeguard tha t type of information.

Captain Weitzenfeld. This is all f airly  academic, as I say, because 
you would have to go back and redo the whole thing and I think they 
made a mistake.

Mr. Horton. This may be true and I am talk ing not jus t about this 
specific situation, but perhaps the fu ture  situation.

Mr. Holifield. Mr. Moorehead, did you have a question ?
Mr. Moorehead. Yes. I would like to ask, Captain, in future s itua

tions, do you think you could do a better job for the Government if  
you know the price of alternate proposals?

Captain Weitzenfeld. On a negotiated bid, I think  I could help, 
yes, sir.

Mr. Moorhead. Yet under existing regulations, you are not en
titled to this inform ation ; is tha t correct?

Captain  Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir; as far as I know.
Mr. Holifield. Let me ask you this question:
You maintain that this mil spec and the shelf item in a $200,000 

procurement are $720 apart . Now, whether it was $720 or $75,000 
apart , what has that  to do with your obligation, which is to say which 
one of these, if either one of these, would be satisfactory, or if there 
is a substantial difference from the standpoint of technical quality  
involved?
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Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. Remembe r, M r. Ch air ma n------
Mr . H olifield. I f  a man comes to you and says, now, Ca pta in,  we 

can  save  $49,000 on th is if  you will  ju st  rel ax  th is specifica tion a li t
tle  b it,  an d it  is only  $720 difference  i n the  a ctu al cost of  t he  item in
volved, I can  see where th is might  affec t your  judg men t a lit tle  bit . 
But  at  the same tim e it  wou ld be rev ealing to anoth er  section, you 
might  say,  the  amount of th e secret  bid.

W hy  should  you—say if  you ha d known it  w ould h ave made  a $49,- 
000 difference , you wou ld hav e been ■willing to  rel ax  t he  specification.

Ca ptain W eitzenfeld. Th ere  is some d ifference  betwe en th e two and 
the  majo r difference, the re are  some ex tra  inspec tion  requirement s in 
mil spec th at  a re no t in the  com merc ial grad e t hat  req uir es a l itt le  bet 
te r mate ria l, and it  is marked. Ev ery inch of  the tub e is marke d 
wi th a mil spec num ber  on it  so th at  you cannot go to the she lf and 
pu ll off the  wrong piece o f tube.

Mr. H olifield . So you------
Ca pt ain W eitzenfeld . So we pr ef er  to  buy mi l spec  mate ria l at  

a minor increase  in price,  because we know exa ctly  now wh at we are  
ge tting . Our  insp ectors  are much more famili ar  wi th thi s. These 
are  the reasons. I t  is possible , you  see, in a shop w ith ou t th is ma rki ng , 
it is more poss ible to make a mistake,  to pu ll a piece of tub e th at  is no t 
41-30, fo r exam ple. Most steels look alike in  th is  ran ge . So these  
are  some of th e rea sons  th at  we try  to do th is.

Mr.  R oback. Lat er  on, you allowed  a dev iation in the spec on the 
part  of  t he  producer . I  believe it  was May 15, 1963. W ha t was  t he  
th e n atur e of  th e dev iation ?

Mr. R idely. That  would  be modific ation No. 4, Ca pta in.
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . As a m at te r of fac t, I  th in k th at  was the 

devia tio n where we allowed  the  con tra cto r to go to  th e SA E commer
cia l gr ad e steel because he cou ld no t g et the othe r gra de .

Mr.  Roback. Here you  ha d a mil spec which, in  ter ms  of bid  op
po rtu ni tie s, cost the Gover nment  $40,000 more. Th en  you come back  
on Ma y 15, 1963 and let  t he  c on tra cto r t ak e it  off the shelf  because he 
said  he co uld no t ge t the  mil spec item.

Ca ptain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr.  Roback. So w ha t is the situa tio n, then  ? That  w’as a reve rsion 

to  commercial  gra de . D id  you mak e any  allowance in th e contr act 
on co st ?

Ca ptain Weitzenfeld. Th ere were  a numb er of  m odif icat ions  th at  
were a ll neg otia ted .

Mr.  Roback. I  mean, did the Gover nment  decrease the cost  of the  
co ntr ac t because of  th e de grad ati on  o f the  specs ?

Comm and er G ill is. Yes, sir.
Mr . Roback. H ow much  ?
Com mande r G ill is. I  d on ’t  know th at  figure.
Mr. Roback. Su pp ly it  for  th e reco rd. Is  i t subs tan tia l ? As  much 

as $20,000?
Comm and er Gill is. I  don’t belie ve so. I  wou ld have to check. I  

don’t know, sir.
Mr . Roback. Su pp ly the da te  an d th e amoun t.
(T he  informa tio n re fe rre d t o fol low s:)

The date of the  contract modification w as May 15, 1963. No reduct ion was of
fere d because  the commercial grade steel  had to meet all  basic qualif ications of 
the  m ilit ary  specification stan dard.
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Captain  Weitzenfeld. If  I may make one more s tatement in this 
regard, actually, the Harvey anchors tha t were delivered under the 
R. & D. contract, toward the end of the  con tract were delivered with 
mil spec material.

As far  as I can determine, this was done on Harvey’s cognizance 
without any change in price or requested change in price to the con
tract.  I assume that th is was again a question of availabi lity of steel.

Mr. R oback. That could mean many things. One of them i t could 
mean was tha t the difference in the specs, the material costs are 
insignificant.

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir ; tha t is exactly what I  am try ing  to 
get across.

Mr. Roback. But  the fact of the matter is tha t you contracted for a 
mil spec ; according to Commander Gillis, you stood on the bridge on 
tha t one and would not deviate. Now you say it really does not make 
any difference.

Captain  Weitzenfeld. No; I started with mil spec and then, con
sidering the exact situation, which was “I can’t get mil spec, there will 
be a 6-week delay in getting mil spec mate rial” by the contractor, I 
made a decision tha t in thi s case I would accept commercial grade.

Mr. Roback. You showed tha t the mil spec finally—there was not 
any real evidence th at it would not work. As far  as tha t matter is 
concerned, the Marine Corps was always happy with off-the-shelf 
material , too.

Isn ’t th at right,  Colonel Stoneman ?
Colonel Stoneman. Yes, sir. The anchors tha t we had received 

previously from Harvey, we had no complaints about.
Mr. Roback. You never raised any questions about trying to im

prove the spec? You had no scint illa of evidence whatever, by inspec
tion or evaluation of the  design that the stuff would not work ?

Colonel Stoneman. No, sir.
Mr. Roback. The Navy was being a little  extra careful up to the 

point  where they could not get the  stuff and went back to the original  
specification of the grade.

Colonel Stoneman. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Now, in effect, is the anchor no different from the 

commercial grade spec th at Harvey original ly proposed?
Captain  W eitzenfeld. No, sir. As a matter of fact, we took both 

the anchors and this, I  think, frankly, is humorous, because we tested 
both anchors. The Harvey  anchor we tested had mil spec material  
and the Entwistle anchor we tested had commercial grade and they 
both performed equally.

Mr. Roback. Even though Harvey  had proposed commercial grade 
in the first instance, you end up with Entwistle using commercial 
grade and Harvey  using the mil spec?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. I t is amusing, but it does not make too much sense, 

Mr. Chairman.
Now, one of the issues in connection with this negotiated procure

ment was tha t Harvey, as one of the offerers, in looking over the re
quest for proposal, decided tha t it  was not a good idea for the  Govern
ment to require the  contractor to supply  the detonators and explosives 
on the ground, tha t this was the kind of material tha t required Gov
ernment certification. Is th at righ t ?
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Capta in Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. So that afte r an evaluation of th at critique, you agreed 

with i t and decided the Government should supply the detonators and 
explosives ?

Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. In which case you were confronted with a problem, 

because the other offerer had submitted a bid on the basis of in
cluding as contractor-furn ished equipment, those items. Is that r ight ?

Capta in Weitzenfeld. Now, the technical decision, to me, was 
should we furnish this GF E or not. And afte r talking to Harvey, 
who had the most experience, we agreed tha t we should furnish  it. 
This  was information turned over to the contracting officer.

Mr. Roback. By th is time you had had an offer in from Entwistle  
which included a quotation based on thei r supplying the equipment?

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. So you had to, in effect, have some basis for compara

tive evaluation; you had to go back and ask them to requote; right?
Commander Gillis. We asked them to delete the amount for the 

explosive.
Mr. Roback. In  deleting the amount for the explosives, this was 

a cost item tha t was not identified in the offer, was it ? In  other words, 
you did not know what they were deleting?

Commander Gillis. No, sir ; I did not.
Mr. Roback. If , for example, you knew, it would ju st be a matter 

of simple arithmetic. If  you did not know, it would be a matter, in 
a sense, of going back to them and asking them for  a requotation, 
whereupon they would reevaluate their whole position.

Harvey contends t ha t th is was, in effect, a renegotiation which also 
should have been done with them.

You are familia r with that argument?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Your contention has been what ?
Commander Gillis. We did not open negotiat ions; we were just 

makingthe proposals equal.
Mr. Roback. But you were making the proposal equal on the basis 

of the contractor’s judgment, which you really did not know as far  
as this cost item is concerned. You coud have said, “Ju st knock 
off so many bucks for the  explosives and detonators,” and the contract  
comes out such, a pure arithmetical objective determination. But 
tha t was not the way it was, because it was up to the contractor to 
figure out how he was going to reappraise his price situation with 
these deleted items.

Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. So, in effect, was not tha t an opening up of negotia

tions?
Commander Gillis. No, sir; because nobody knew the prices except 

me. We were jus t making the offers equal. One offered to furnish  
explosives, the other did not.

Mr. R oback. It  does not hinge on other people knowing the prices. 
It  hinges on what constitutes a negotiation or renegotiation or con
tinuing negotiation. You say, as far  as you were concerned, 
negotiation had been closed and this was routine adjustment.
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Commander Gillis. We never opened negotiations. We just said if the offers were considered in our mind fair, we would make the award. We did not consider we ever opened negotiations. We were just making the proposals equal.
Mr. Roback. There was nothing in the law or policy of the matter which would have prevented you from having a negotiation ?Commander Gillis. No, sir. Tha t decision was made in my office.Mr. Roback. Let’s go back to the price for a second, Commander Gillis. I understand tha t in a submission by Entwistle,  there was a unit price for detonators and the explosives ?
Commander Gillis. I would have to check, sir. I do not remember.Mr. Roback. Well, find out; also, whether their  resubmitted offer was merely a deduction of tha t allocated price for those items. It  either was tha t or something different. Now, if it were something different, do you still contend that  would not be opening of negotiations ?
Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Well, consider the matter . Here they a re making you a new price offer. They are not  merely deducting what they told you the cost of these would be. They come in with a different price. Why is that not opening negotiation ?
Commander Gillis. If  they did come in with a different price, tha t might be a reason, but as I said, I  do not know what the  price is.Mr. Roback. The record shows the request has been made, and the staff will follow up to see whether  th at was in fact a mere a rithmetic deduction of thei r stated price for those components or whether this was a new price. If  it  was a new price, we have your testimony tha t this  really should have been an opening of negotiations ?Commander Gillis. Yes, sir.
(The information referred to follows:)

Entwistle quoted $13,410 in the request for proposals and deleted tha t amount when asked to delete the detonator and explosive.
Mr. Roback. In  any case, Harvey was nettled by the fact tha t they understood negotiations were going to be had with them in the following week, and the Marine Corps understood negotiations were going to be had durin g the following week, but suddenly the contractor signed on Saturday. You explained to the staff the  circumstances by which it was convenient fo r the  contractor to come in on a Saturday. 1 ou had already made the decision to  make the award, and the contractor could not come in on a Monday. But be tha t as it may, why did Harvey unders tand tha t negotiations were going to continue and why did the Marine Corps understand tha t?
We will ask the question first of the Marine Corps.Colonel Stoneman. I called the Marine liaison officer at Naval A ir Engineering Center and asked him when the award was going to be made for the contract  on the anchors. He told me Tuesday, sir, Tuesday of the following week.
Mr. R oback. Were you entitled to conclude from tha t answer tha t negotiations were still open ?
Colonel Stoneman. Yes, sir;  I would assume tha t negotiations would still be open at tha t time with that  information.
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Mr. Roback. You flic! n ot constru e t he  respon se to be th at  the th ing 
was signed, sealed , and delivere d exce pt fo r the  necessary paperwork ?

Colonel Stoneman. No, sir ; T did  not constru e tha t.
Mr . R oback. W ha t is the  Na vy’s response  to the circums tances 

here? Wa s thi s an unusua l th ing ? Was it  an  at tempt  to sho rtc ut 
anyth ing ?

Com mander Gill is. No, sir.  The  request came into  m y office from 
the  Marine  Corps liais on officer ask ing  what the  pric es were and who 
the  successfu l contr ac tor  would  be. We  told them  th at  lie would be 
inform ed the  fol low ing  week. We  did not tell any body th at  we ha d 
made a decision , or I  am not  even sure  if  we had made the  decis ion at 
the  tim e thi s phone call did  tak e place.

Mr. Roback. In  oth er words, you ha d a good idea but it  was not  
official enough  for  you to  tell the com pet ing  offerer?

Comm ander Gill is. No, sir.
Mr . Roback. An d you  d idn’t hav e any  o bligat ion  to tell  him at th at  

time ?
Comm ander Gill is. No, sir.
Mr. R oback. I f  he thou gh t negotia tions were con tinuing, th at  was 

his  cons tructio n and no t any th ing on you r paid  ?
Com mande r G ill is. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. I  jus t want to underst and. I am no t makin g any 

jud gm ent at th is  point. I  am ju st  tr y in g to underst and the  sequence.
Th is contr act , in any  case, slipped fo r some reason. You said  there 

was trouble with the  ca tapu lt.  Th ere  was also some delay in Govern
me nt- fur nis hed explosives . Now, what was the  reason fo r the  delay 
in the G overn me nt- fur nis hed explosives?

Comm ander Gill is. The arsena ls th at  we ord ered the explosives  
from  were ju st slow in de liv eri ng  stuff.

Mr.  R oback. By how much? Is  th is an Ar my arsena l you were 
ge tting  them from ?

Com mande r Gill is. Yes, sir. I  do no t kno w how many weeks they 
were  late . I  shal l have  to check that, and  sup ply  it.

Mr . R oback. W as  t hi s dela y in del ive ries  or delay in your  p ut ting  
in th e o rde r?

Comm and er Gill is. I  believe it was  delay in del ive ry, sir.
Mr . R oback. Th e o rder was t imely  b ut  th e de liveries  were late?
Comm and er G ill is. Yes, sir.
(T he  inf ormati on  re fe rre d to  fol lows :)

The explosives were  due April 15, 1963. They were ordered on May 7, 1963. 
final shipm ent arr ived on August 5, 1963. bu t could not  be used unt il September 
20, 1963, because the  wrong da ta sheet  ha d been s ent  with the  explosives.

Mr. R oback. Were  t he re  vario us des ign  c han ges  in  t he  c ontract?
Ca ptain W eitzenfeld . Th ere was one bas ic cha nge th at  was made . 

Th ere  were tolerance  problem s and  so fo rth , bu t there was one basic 
change.

Mr . R oback. Th e tolerance  problems on the part  o f whom ? We re 
the y fa ul ts  i n th e spec ifica tions?

Ca pt ain W eitzenfeld . Yes, sir.
Mr.  R oback. Were  they poin ted  ou t by  the co ntr ac tor ?
Cap ta in  W eitzenfeld . Yes, sir.
Mr.  R oback. Were  th ey  f au lts  in  y ou r sp ecif icat ions o r Harve y’s or  

both ?
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Captain W eitzenfeld. Both. But  the major  change was a change 
t o the arming spring of the firing mechanism.

Mr. R oback. Whose design was tha t?
Captain Weitzenfeld. This was determined by Entwis tle on their 

own.
Mr. Roback. Wliose design was that, I mean.
Captain  Weitzenfeld. The initia l design was a Harvey  design. 
Mr. Roback. Did you add on to it ?
Capta in Weitzenfeld. No, sir;  we did not change the design at 

all.
Mr. Roback. Entwistle proposed changes because it was not working 

righ t ?
Captain W7eitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. R oback. What is the consequent of that ? Were there changes 

in the price of the contract ?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Have they been settled?
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
Mr. Roback. Wha t is the amount ? Do we have tha t in the record ? 
Captain Weitzenfeld. I think that is in the record.
Mr. Roback. You can submit that fo r the record.
Captain Weitzenfeld. Yes, sir.
The figure referre d to is $6.G00.
Mr. R oback. Mr. Chairman, we will discuss for a few minutes the 

extrusion presses relating to the aluminum matting.
Are there A ir Force representatives here?

STATEMENT OE EDMUND HAR TUN G, OFF ICE  OF TH E ASSISTANT 
SECRET ARY  OF TH E AIR  FORC E (INSTA LLATION S AND LOGIS
TIC S); ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM  MUNVES, OFFICE OF TH E 
AIR FORCE GEN ERA L COUNSEL

Mr. H artung. Yes.
Mr. Roback. Did you have any prepared material, Mr. Hartung?  
Mr. Hartung. Yes, I have.
Mr. Roback. Is i t extensive?
Mr. Hartung. I would say it  is a little extensive. I t could be sub

mitted for the record if  need be.
Mr. Holifield. OIF the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mr. Holifield. Back on the record.
(The prepared stateemnt of Mr. Hartung  follows:)

Statement  of E dmund H artung, Office of th e Assistant Secretary of 
th e Air F orce ( I nstallations  and Logistics)

Mr. Cha irman . I am Edmund L. H ar tu ng ; I am Ass istant Deputy in the  Office 
of the Ass istant Secreta ry of Air Force for  Ins tal lat ion s and  Logistics. It  is a 
pleasure for me to be here for the purpose of discussing the Air Forc e heavy  
press program.  I have with  me Mr. Felkner, Mr. Thomas, and Mr. Coffin from 
the Aeronautical Systems Division of the  Air Force System s Command and 
Mr. William Munves f rom the Office of  the Air Force  General Counsel.

Our r ema rks will be confined to the A ir Force heavy presses which a re  operate d 
under lease agreements. Before proceed ing I would like  to tha nk  the commit
tee for providing us copies of the pre liminary staf f report  dealing with the  pro-
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curement o f equipment for  the  SATS program.  This report is most comprehensive and represen ts extens ive effort on the  p ar t of  the committee  in exploring the problems which have been associated  wi th th is program.
I have with me, Mr. Chairman, some background information rela ting  to the  heavy  p ress program which sets  forth its origin, the number and types of presses, and  the  leases under which they are  operated. With your  permission,  I would like to read from this document, and then we can address  ourselves to any specific questions which you may have.

BACKGROU ND INF OR MA TIO N— AIR  FORCE HE AV Y PR ES S PROGRAM 

Origins of the heavy  press program
The Air Force  heavy  press program actual ly had its genesis during the  days of World Wa r II.  Allied intelligence team s inspecting  German ai rc ra ft downed behind our lines discovered th at  they contained extremely  large  and  complex ma jor  struc tur al elements. Our app rais al of the situation, confirmed immedia tely af te r the  end of the  war, wras th at  the  Germans had produced these ai rcr af t components with  the aid  of huge forging and extrusion presses possessing capa bili ties  fa r in excess of those in our own ind ust ria l complex.
The implications  were fa r reaching. If  forgings and extrus ions large  enough to house key ai rc ra ft str uc tural elements could he produced in thi s country , not  only would fabr icat ion time be reduced greatly, but  costs would be lowered. In addit ion, such a technique held the  promise of producing these  components with  grea ter  strength-w eight ratios, an extremely desi rable att rib ute  from the standpoint of ai rc ra ft design.
Thus, instead  of a major str uc tur al member w rought from many smal ler parts, each with  its  own design, meta llurgical, and qua lity  control problems, the presses,  in one or two steps, could s tamp  out a complete forging w ithout encounterin g this mul titude of difficulties.
Ju st  before the  conclusion of the war, we embarked upon an urgent program to build  a press able to matc h our estim ates  of the  productive capab ility of the  German equipment. The Mesta Machine Co. of Pit tsburgh was awarded a contra ct  to construct an 18,000-ton forging  press, and the  Wyman-Gordon Co. of North Grafton, Mass., was selected to operate it. Since the press  was so enormous, a pa tte rn to be followed when the  press prog ram w ent into ful l swing was estab lished—a plant had to be bui lt around the  press  to house both it and its supporting equipment. The wa r ended, however, before  the project was fully complete.
When our  technica l/in dustr ial  team s visited Germany af te r the  cessat ion of host ilitie s, they found th at  the  Germans  had  indeed developed and learn ed successfully  to operate presses rang ing up to 30,000 metr ic tons. In all, three heavy die forging presses,  two with  a capa city  of 15,000 metric tons and one with a 30.000-ton capaci ty, were discovered in more or  less usable condition. Three extrusion presses in the  5,000 metric ton category were also located. As a pa rt  of the pos twar settlement, the  United  States acqui red the  15.000 and 5,000 metr ic ton presses which were la te r relocated and channeled into  the Air Forc e heavy press program. The 30,000 ton press, however, was seized by the Russians, and with  the  Soviets in possession of so larg e a press, our heavy press program received added impetus.

The heavy press program gets underway
The heavy press program actual ly got underway in 1950. This marked the culm ination of many months of work by top planners,  in Government and industry,  who had conducted extensive ind ust ria l surveys in an effort to shape the content  of a successful heavy  press program. At the he ar t of these studies was the  belief  th at  heavy presses  could make vital cont ribut ions to the defense effort  by providing a capa bility for  the production of larg e struc tur al members for  advanced ai rc ra ft and oth er systems at  an unparall eled  rate , at  low cost, and  with a high strength-weight ratio . Congress was  informed of the program,  and  the  requisi te approvals, together with  the  necessary funds, were obtained. 

The concept of the heavy  press program
Befo re I proceed fu rther,  t her e a re several  points which should be underscored.Fir st,  the  heavy press program was  unique. To service defense contractors , partic ula rly  those in the air frame  industry, we were concerned with  the establishmen t of a heavy press  capa bili ty for the  p roduc tion of larger, stronger, and lighte r forgings and extru sions tha n previously available  in this country.  While
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the  Defense Department policy was then, as it  is today, th at  defense  contractors, where practicable, shal l provide the ir own plan t, faci lities , and equipment, an exception is warranted in the case of special faci litie s for  which there is no known commercial market. Since the re was no commercial requ irement for presses  of thi s size, the  Government under took the  sponsorship and supp ort of the heavy press program.

Second, it was desirable to establish  a self- susta ining indust ria l base for these heavy presses. To achieve this objective, indust ry had  to be educated and encouraged to design and engineer products suitable  for the special productive capabiliti es of the presses and to be assu red of their  continued  avai labi lity  on an economic basis. It  was essential, therefore, to have a sufficient number of qualified heavy  press  operators in the  program so th at  we could provide  a competitive climate upon which indust ry could rely for  quali ty, price, and  product availability . The heavy press industry was at  first  hesitan t to ent er the program since the re was no assu ranc e th at  it  would be profitable eith er as a source of defense or commercial business. Moreover, the  Government’s program, which was predicated on a “str ict ly business” ren tal  arra nge ment with  the  contrac tor assum ing norma l overhead  and main tenance costs, could, in fact, en tai l a financial risk. A represen tative, select group of operators , however, was finally persuaded to na.rH<rinat»
Third, a key objective was to permit  the operators to use the presses, with  a minimum of Air Force supervision or interferen ce, with due consideration , however, to the Government’s primary inte res t to righ ts in the ir outpu t. To the  extent feasible, similar  terms and condit ions were to apply so as not to confer  any competitive advantages on the  par ticipan ts.Fourth, we sought to rest  our business arra ngemen ts with the operato rs on a sound economic footing. Because forgings and extrusions are  not end items, but are  parts  and components of end items and are generally produced to meet the design requ irements of prime  con trac tors  and lower tie r subc ontracto rs with  respec t to specifications, changes, qual ity control,  and delivery schedules, and because the outp ut of the presses is intend ed for commercial business as well, we believed that  a ren tal  charge on the  basis of sales was in order. This is consis tent with  Department of Defense ASPR policy to charge a ren tal  for the use of faciliti es for commercial work and also for  Government work unless it can be shown that  as a result  of rent- free  use by th e contrac tor adeq uate  consideration is received through the reduced cost of the end item. It  is administrat ive ly difficult, if not at  times impossible, to assure  th at  these  conditions are  met in the case of lower  tie r subcontractors , such as the  heavy press  opera tors.These, then, are the reasons for  charging  a ren tal  for  both Government and non-Government work on the  presses. It  should be understood, however, that  the ren tal  requ irement is not so ironclad  as to preclude, in proper cases, the grantin g of devia tions for  rent-fre e use should special  circum stances wa rrant.  We ar e aware , however, of no past instance  in which such a waiver was requested . 

Some fac ts and figures
As presently const ituted, the heavy press program is being car ried  out  at  seven sep ara te locations across the Nation  by six different companies. The Aluminum Co. of America occupies Air Force Pla nt 47 a t Cleveland, Ohio, and utiliz es two Government-owned forging presses, one 50,000 tons and the  other 35,000 to ns ; while in its  own facili ty at  Lafayette, Ind., Alcoa op erate s a 14,000- ton Government-furnished extrusion press. Wyman-Gordon of North Grafton, Mass., one of our earlie st lessees, is in possession of Air Force Plan t 63, with  Government-owned forging presses  of 7,700, 18,000, 35,000, and 50,000 tons. The Cur tis-W righ t Corp, at  Air Force  Pla nt 49 in Buffalo, N.Y., uses a 12,000-ton Government-owned extrusion press. In Hale thorpe, Md., a t Air Force Pl an t 50, Kaiser Aluminum opera tes two 8,000-ton Government-furnished extrus ion  presses, and  in Madison, Ill., the  Dow Chemical Co., in its own faci lity,  has  a 14,000-ton Government-owned extrusion press. Round ing out the  pic ture  is the  Harvey Aluminum, Inc., of Torrance, Calif. Also in its  own plan t, Harvey  employs two Government-furnished extrusion presses  of 8.000 and 12.000 tons. In all, the Government has  a  $220 million inves tmen t in the heavy press  program. By way of comparison, the lessees report th at  they have put  in some $19 million of the ir own funds.
The Government-owned presses have  been furn ished to the  firms involved usual ly unde r an inst rum ent known as a fac iliti es lease. Arrangem ents of this type are authorized by law, section 2667, of titl e 10, United States Code. In some cases, as we have  seen, the  Government not only has provided the  presses
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but th e  la nd , bu ild in gs , and su pp or tin g eq uipm en t as  we ll. In  oth er  eas es,  a l
th ou gh  th e pr es s an d au xil ia ry  eq uipm en t ar e  Gov ernm en t-f ur ni sh ed , pr iv at el y 
ow ned p la n t fa ci li ti es  a re  be ing ut ili ze d.

Aluminum  is th e  p ri m ary  ra w  m ate ri a l inv olve d in  th e ex trus io ns  a nd  f or ging s, 
al th ou gh  ad va nc es  in  th e a r t  of  m et al lu rg y ha ve  mad e poss ibl e th e proc es sin g 
of  ex ot ic  “spa ce  age ” m et al s such  as  t it an iu m  and  zir co nium , bu t to a mo re  l im ite d 
ex te nt .
Te rm s an d co nd iti on s o f leases

Th e co mm itt ee  has al re ad y bee n pr ov id ed  w ith a sp re ad  sh ee t ou tl in in g th e  
per ti nen t te rm s an d co nd iti on s of  th e lea ses. I shou ld  lik e to  de al bri efly w ith  
a nu m be r of  th es e prov is ions . Th e fi rs t is th e cl au se  wh ich  es ta bl ishe s a p ri 
or ity  fo r A ir Fo rc e an d oth er  Gov ernm en t use . Obviously, sin ce  th e pr es s pr o
gr am  was  in it ia te d  es se ntial ly  as  an  Air Forc e pr og ram, su pp or ted by fu nd s 
ju st if ied by th e Air Fo rc e an d.  th er ef or e,  an  A ir Fo rce resp on sibi lit y,  th e lea se  
re qu ires  fi rs t pri o ri ty  in  th e u ti li zati on  of  th e pres se s fo r A ir Fo rce an d o th er  
Gov ernm en t work,  as  again st  co mmercial  bu sin ess. W hi le  no spec ific  di re ct io n 
is co nt ai ne d in  th e le as e as  to  how  th e  fi rs t p ri ori ty  co nt ra ct  ri gh t is to be in 
voked  or  e nforce d,  we  a re  aw ar e of  n o prob lem th a t has  n ec es si ta ted an  in te rp re 
ta ti on  of  th e pr ov is ion or  ra is ed  an y qu es tio n as  to  it s eff ectiv eness . Thi s may  
be du e t o an  exc ess a vai la ble  ca pa ci ty  in  th e  he av y p re ss  in du st ry .

Th e nex t pr ov is ion I wo uld lik e to  co mmen t upon  de als w ith  th e m att er of 
m ai nt en an ce . F or th os e of  you wh o ha ve  seen  th e he av y pres ses, I am  su re  you  
re al iz e wh y th e  labe l “e le phan t tool s” is  so ap pr op ri at e.  Li ke  an y la rg e com 
plex  pie ce  of  m ac hi ne ry , th es e pr es se s m us t be st ri ct ly  maint ai ne d.  Som e of  th is  
is  no  more th an  a m att e r of  ro utine lu br ic at io n.  B ut m ai nt en an ce  may  be fa r 
’nore  ex te ns iv e an d ca n co ns is t of  nonre cu rr in g ite m s such  as  th e re pl ac em en t 
of  m aj or part s.  We ca ll th is  la tt e r type  “abn or m al  m ai nt en an ce .” Sin ce  th e 
Gov ernm en t ow ns th e  pres se s, it  wo uld  not  be eq ui ta bl e to  re qu ire th e les see to  
pa y fo r “a bn or m al  m ai nte nan ce ” ou t of  it s ow n ca pi ta l. In st ea d,  we  ha ve  offse t 
som e of  th e co st  of  “a bn or m al  m ai nte na nce ” ag ain st  th e  g ross  re nta ls  due. Sec- 
t' o n  26 67 (b ) (5 ) of  ti tl e  16, U ni ted S ta te s Code, th e ba sic  leas ing au th ori ty  in 
voked he re , spec ifi ca lly  al lo ws th e co sts of  “m aint en an ce , prot ec tio n,  re pai r,  or 
re st o ra ti on” of  th e leas ed  pro pe rty to  be  ta ken  in to  ac co un t as  p a rt  or  al l of  the 
co ns id er at io n fo r th e  l ease . In  oth er  in st an ce s,  we  h av e fu nd ed  “a bn or m al  m ai n
te na nc e” di re ct ly . Of  cou rse , “a bn or m al  m ai nte na nce ” v ar ie s fro m p re ss  t o pr es s, 
de pe nd ing upon  th e ag e of  th e eq uipm en t, it s size, how we ll it  was  co ns truc te d in 
th e fi rs t pla ce , th e ex te n t of  it s use , an d o th er co ns id erat ions . Ov era ll,  th e  to ta l 
am ou nt de vo ted  to  “a bn or m al  m ai nte na nce ” sin ce  th e pr og ra m be ga n th ro ug h 
Apr il 1963 h as  been ab ou t $5,906,060.

The  re n ta l pr ov is ions  bea r spec ia l comm ent. H av in g de ter mined , as  we  ha ve  
see n, th a t a re n ta l ch ar ge  was  ap pr opr ia te , we  w ere co nf ro nted  w ith  th e qu es tio n 
of  how  b es t to  scale th e re n ta ls  to  ac hie ve , on th e  on e ha nd  th e be st ra te  o f re tu rn  
to  th e Gov ernm en t, w hi le  on th e ot he r ha nd  to prom ote the max im um  uti li za tion 
of  th e pr es ses.

W ith th es e co ns id er at io ns  in  mind an d aw ar e of  th e dif ficult ies  in  th e m ai nte 
na nc e of ac cura te  “t im e in us e” reco rd s fo r each  ma ch ine, we  ar ri ve d a t a re n ta l 
ge ar ed  to  a pe rc en ta ge  of  sa les, a comm only ac ce pted  comm erc ial  pr ac tic e.  Thi s 
al so  min im ize d th e ne ed  fo r clo se Gov ernm en t su pe rv is io n of th e pr es s o p e ra to rs  
da y- to-day  bu sine ss  an d th e  adm in is tr a ti ve bu rd en  wh ich  it  wo uld  en ta il . A ft er  
ex te ns iv e ne go tiat io ns  w ith  th e pr os pe ct iv e pr es s op er ator s, th e ac ro ss -th e-bo ard 
re nta l ra te s wer e fixed ge ne ra lly a t 4 pe rc en t of sa les fo r pr od uc ts  fa bri ca te d  
from  th e fo rg in g pr es se s an d from  4 to  5 per ce nt  fo r pr od uc ts  comi ng  off th e 
ex tr usi on pres ses, w ith a hig he r ra te  ap pl ied to  thos e op er at or s in possessio n of 
p la nts  o wn ed by th e  G ov ern me nt .

Fr om  th e be ginn ing of  th e  pr og ra m  th ro ug h the fir st quart er of  ca le ndar  yea r 
1963, ou r ne t re n ta ls  ha ve  am ou nt ed  to  som e $11 mi llio n. Th is ca n be ac co un ted 
fo r in  part  by th e fa c t th a t,  in man y ca ses, th e  r en ta l did  no t beg in to  a cc ru e un ti l 
th e  pr es se s were fu lly  op er at io na l. In  oth er  cases , la te r cu tb ac ks  in our a ir 
c ra f t pr og ra m s redu ce d th e u ti li zati on  of  th es e pres se s below ou r in it ia l pr oj ec 
tio ns . And, fin all y we  ha ve  offse t some  of  th e co sts  of “abn or m al  m ai nte nan ce ” 
in  arr iv in g  a t th e ne t re n ta l.  All in al l. howe ver, it  shou ld  be un de rs to od  th a t 
our m aj or reas on  fo r under ta kin g th e  he av y pr es s pr og ra m was  no t so  mu ch  to  
in cr ea se  th e flow of  re ve nu es  to  th e  Gov ernm en t in  th e fo rm  of  re n ta ls  but to 
pr ov ide a se lf -s us ta in in g in dust ri a l ba se , w ith st ro ng  ca pa bi lit ie s,  so  th a t im 
po rt an t de fe ns e ne ed s could  be  m et  w ith les s co st an d in  les s tim e.

F or th e fu tu re , we  ex pe ct  a st ea dy ri se  in th e re n ta l re tu rn s,  sin ce  our fo re 
ca st s po in t to  t he  in cr ea se d u ti li za tion  o f t he  presses.
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Posi tive accomplishments of the heavy press program

To catalog the signif icant accomplishments  of the  heavy press program is almo st to rel ate  the  history of our modern advanced air cra ft.  A case in point  is the  “wet wing” for the B-52. Here  the wing not only serves  its  tradit ion al purpose aerodynamical ly, but is itse lf a large  fuel tank th at  provides  maximum range to thi s inte rcontinenta l stra tegic bomber. It  was through  the extrusions from our heavy presses th at  wing panels of the requ ired strength and  at  reduced weigh t were  produced, all a t considerably less fabr icat ion and machining cost tha n would have been possible by other methods. Although we have never completely analyzed the cost effectiveness  impact of the presses  on the  B-52 program, we believe th at  the  savings  resu lting from the  forging and extrusion techniques have exceeded the  ent ire cost of the heavy press program.In add ition to the  B-52 wing skin panels, the products of our heavy presses have been used for  a wide range of applications for the aerospace industry— from ai rc ra ft landing gea rs to bulkheads, from spars , je t engine par ts, rada r antennas , prope ller blades, ai rc ra ft wheels, to various sections of missiles. Some of the  major ai rc ra ft programs involved are  the C-130, C-141, the F4C, and  now the  F - ll l.  The J-52 , J-57, J-75 , JTF10, J-79 , J-58,  and J-93 engines are, similar ly dependent upon the  output of these  presses. There are, as well, oth er programs equally  imp ortant  to the nat ional secur ity th at  substan tial ly rely on the key contribu tions th at  our presses are making—Pola ris  carrying submarines,  Army vehicles, Marine boats, pontoons, and air craf t landing mats, to name  several . And, as new prog rams are  unveiled, the  heavy presses will continue to provide basic supp ort in the  form of strong, lightweight components not as sat isfa ctorily  produced by oth er means.
A ir  Force management of the  press program

The Air Force  h as subjected the  heavy press p rogram to cont inua l surveillance  in an attempt to improve its  management techniques and con trac ting  procedures. Our effor ts have  intensi fied over the  past 2 years. Pa rtic ula rly  notewor thy, in this regard, has  been the work of the Air Force Systems Command Heavy Press Task  Force. We are  always in the  ma rke t for  cons truct ive suggestions, and  you can be assu red that  the keen int ere st of the  Sec reta ry’s Office in this  imp ortant  program will continue.
Mr. R oback. Tel l us, Mr. Har tu ng , how many pres ses does the  A ir  Fo rce  own of  a ll kinds?
Mr. H artung. Well, the to ta l A ir  F orc e pres s prog ram is m ade  up  of  two typ es—forgings  and ext rus ions. Th ere  are  two  50’s, one at Alcoa and one at  Wy man-G ord on and one 35 to supp lem ent the  50’s at  W ym an-Gord on a nd  a t Alcoa .
Mr.  Roback. When you say  50’s, you are re fe rr in g to  what ?Mr. H artung. 50,000-ton "forging presses. Th ere  a re two  8,000-ton extrusion presses at Ka ise r, one 12,000-ton extrusion pre ss devoted  to steel at  Cu rti ss -W rig ht , Buffa lo. Alcoa has  an extru sio n pre ss of  14,000 tons, Dow has one sim ila r to th at  and Ha rvey  has one at  Ca lif or nia of  12,000-ton ext rus ion , sup plemented by an 8.
Mr.  Roback. Ha rvey  h as an 8 and  a 12 ?
Mr.  H artung. That  is  r ight .
Mr.  Roback. These are  all presses furni shed  to contr ac tors as Government  equ ipm ent  in  connect ion wi th big  ai rc ra ft  con tracts?Mr. H artung. Th ey a re  a ctu all y leased to con trac tors.
Mr.  Roback. I t  is by vi rtu e of those contr ac ts th at  the A ir  For ce is sti ll the owner  ?
Mr. H artung. That  is rig ht .
Mr. Roback. Th ey  di dn ’t have any  way  of ge tti ng  into the owning business because thes e machines  a re too  expensive f
Mr. H artung. There  i s abo ut a q ua rte r o f a b illion do lla rs in  effort  an d money in th is  pro gra m.
Mr. R oback. Ar e all  thes e presses in the  co ntr ac tors’ p lant s now?
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Mr.  H artung. No, s ir ; the  fo rg ing presses are in Air  Force -owned 
pla nts . Tha t is an i nteg ra ted fac ili ty.

Mr.  R oback. In tegr ated  by whom ?
Mr.  H artung. Me aning t ha t the pl an t and  the  equ ipm ent  are  owned 

by the Governm ent.
Mr.  Roback. Th is is an in teg rat ed  Government  faci lit y;  in some 

cases a scrambled c on tra cto r's  faci lity ?
Mr. H artung. Th at  is ri gh t.
Mr.  R oback. H ow many  presses a re scrambled ?
Mr.  H artung. On ly the  ex tru sio n presses at  Ha rvey , Alcoa, and  

Dow.
Mr.  R oback. These presses ar e h eavy to move, are  they ?
Mr. H artung. They are.
Mr. Roback. Once the y are  in the re,  the  fellow  who has  them there 

can not move them ?
Mr.  H artung. I t is almost  impossible .
Mr. Roback. Eith er  he r ents them, b uys  them, o r ju nk s th em ; is that  

ri ght ?
Mr. H artung. Th is is rig ht . If  you have the  time , I  w ould  like to 

show you some of the  p icture s, bu t I  do  not  know  if  you  ha ve t he  time.
Mr. Roback. The  staf f will be able to do th at , b ut  I  do not  know if  

the  mem bers will  wa nt  to.
Mr. H olifield . I  have seen them.
Mr. Roback. In  a ny case you have these b ig presses . You have this  

heav y Government  investm ent.  W ha t kin d of  r etu rns do you get?
Mr. H artung. The rent is based on  a percentage of sa les.
Mr. Roback. Gross sales  ?
Mr.  H artung. Yes, si r.
Mr.  Roback. Whatev er these are. I f  the re aren ’t any , you don't  

get  any ?
Mr.  H artung. Righ t.
Mr. Roback. Some yea rs it costs you  money to ren t them  out ; oth er 

years  you make money ?
Mr.  H artung. Yes, si r.
Mr. Roback. W ha t pr io rit y rig ht s do you exercise? In  the  alu mi

num  m attin g,  i f the  A ir  Forc e were cal led  on to make it  known  to the  
ex tru de rs th at  they h ad  be tte r give comm itments  on s upply , would you 
be leg ally en tit led  to do tha t ?

Mr. H artung. Yes, sir .
Mr.  Roback. There  isn ’t any question th at  th e Government  can ex

ercis e p rior ity  righ ts f or  any  contr ac t ?
Mr.  H artung. We  have th is righ t unde r the  Defense  Pro duction  

Ac t of  1950.
Mr. Roback. Nobodv in the Navy ev er consulted w ith  you as to how 

it  might  be esta blis hed  th at  the  contr ac tor must give  a  com mitm ent?  
You  haven't  ha d any  occasion to discuss th at  wi th othe r Gov ernmen t 
sources ?

Mr. H artono. No.
Mr.  Roback. As fa r as you know , there  has been no prob lem ?
Mr. H artung. Th ere  has  been no prob lem.
Mr. Roback. That  is because ma inl y there is unde rutil iza tio n of 

presses ?
Mr. H artung. Tha t is rig ht .
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Mr. Roback. Has there been underutil ization to the point t ha t you have considered get ting rid of the presses?
Mr. H artung. No; however, we would like to sell them to the user, and we have regenerated tha t effort. A year ago we thought of it, but the presses did  not have the volume behind them to permit  the operators to offer a reasonable purchase price.
Mr. Roback. You have to wait until there is utilization of 150 percent capacity.
Mr. Hartung. We would like to, to get that return.
Mr. R oback. They cannot afford to buy them if they are not using 

them?
Mr. H artung. That is right.
Mr. R oback. So in  bad years they have you in a bind, and in good 

years-----
Mr. H artung. Hopefully , we can acquire a higher rental return as the utilization of the presses increase this, in turn will establish a firmer basis for conducting a sale based on a fai r and reasonable price  to the user.
Mr. Roback. But on the other hand, in a good year, since you are maximizing your own return, there is really no incentive to sell.
Mr. H artung. We would like to get some money back from them. 

It  is going to take a long time.
Mr. Roback. Wha t are the gross dollars in rental tha t you got on these in the las t fiscal year, 1963 ? Gross payments not counting your own administrative expenses. If  you have that , you can tell us that.
Mr. Hartung. It  is not broken down.
Mr. Roback. You can give us a followup figure, but give us a gross 

magnitude now.
Mr. Hartung. About $13 million to date. We do not have the fiscal year 1963 figures a t this time.
Mr. Roback. $13 million gross rental for how many presses?
Mr. Hartung. That  is the total tha t I  mentioned prior.
Mr. Roback. I s it a matte r of concern in the Air  Force tha t the 

rent  ought  to be adjusted upward?
Mr. Hartung. We have thought about it, bu t the lack of activ ity on the presses makes i t pre tty hard  to raise.
Mr. Roback. It  would be used on Government contracts anyway and paid righ t back into another pocket ?
Mr. Hartung. Right.
Mr. Roback. Or the increased rentals would come out of another Government pocket?
Mr. Hartung. That is right .
Mr. Roback. Would you have any observations on the question of whether the production of these presses ought to be Government-furnished equipment ra ther  than contractor-furnished in view of the incidence of Government ownership and the relatively limited sources of 

supply, so that  you do not really have a kind of on-the-street competition?
Mr. H artung. Well, in regard to that question, each case as f ar as the Air  Force is concerned is evaluated on its own merits. At times we can have it furnished C FE or GF E. But again, it  depends on the subject matte r you are ta lking about in buying.
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As for the  rent , norm ally, a t th is p roc ure me nt leve l, second  tie r, t hi rd  
tie r, and four th  tie r, sub contract ing , rent  is gen era lly  charg ed righ t 
across the  board  because of  the admi nistr at ive problems th at are in 
volved  in tr yi ng  to ad jus t th e price.

Mr. Roback. Did you hav e an observa tion , Mr.  Munves?
Mr. Munves. I was going  to  a dd  to  i t, th at  when t hi s prog ram was 

in itiated  in the ear ly fifties, we ha d a problem of wh eth er or no t to  
cha rge  ren t and how much to cha rge . We  reco gnized th at thes e 
presses wou ld be used in  lower ti er  sub contr actin g fo r th e most par t 
and th at  we did  no t even know in ma ny ins tances  wh at  pr im e con
tra ctor s would have the benefit of these presses and wh at  cha in of 
subs the y wou ld have,  because these presses were used  fo r the ma nu 
fac ture  of components an d pa rts , forgin gs, and  e xtru sion s.

Some of  th em  were in a rou gh  sta te and had to be proce ssed up the  
line. So it  was vi rtu al ly  impossible in ma ny cases and certa inl y ad 
mini str ati ve ly  undesirable in most cases to att em pt  to re lat e the  price 
of the end  item  to  the  ut ili za tio n of  a press. So we decided th at the  
only  bus ines slike appro ach was  t o charg e a ren tal  and th at  since the  
Government  gets the  bene fit of  t he  income from thes e ren tal s, it was 
only the A ir  Fo rce  app ropr ia tio n,  f or  the most pa rt , t hat  would suffer. 
But  we fe lt th at  giv en th is set of circumstances, we had  no choice.

We  like  to save on A ir  Force  ap prop ria tio ns , bu t we recognize, too, 
that, we have to cope w ith  a busin ess situ atio n. Tha t i s why we cha rge  
ren tal s across  the  boa rd.

I  believe Mr. H ar tu ng  sought to  emph asize th at  even tho ugh you 
may have a gen era l rul e, there  may be an exception . I f  the  circum 
stances or  the  pa rt icul ar  facte are  such  th at  would war ra nt  ren t-f ree  
use in a given case, we would  c ert ain ly  e nte rta in  such a prop osal if  it 
came to o ur  attention.

Mr.  Roback. W ha t pro posal  ?
Mr. Munves . I  say  i f the re  were a  si tua tio n which just ifies  re nt- fre e 

use in a pa rt icul ar  case, if  the re  were a pa rt icul ar  except ional circum 
stance, we wo uld enter ta in  it.

Mr. Roback. You mean a Government  contract , Go vernme nt- fur
nished  equ ipm ent  would be ren t-f ree use ?

Mr.  M unves. Tha t is Go vernme nt- furnish ed  equipment.
Mr.  R oback. Th is becomes a bookkeep ing arra ng em en t ?
Mr. Munves. We wou ld have to waive  ren tal  and determ ine wha t 

the problems w ould  be.
Mr.  Roback. In  othe r words, it would create  cer tain kin ds o f  ad 

mini str ati ve  and  ma nageme nt problems fo r the  A ir  Force?
Mr.  Munves. Yes ; th at  is a con sidera tion  fo r the  Air  For ce and it 

wou ld a lso cre ate  problems of  a p ro cu rin g agency  if  they a re c oncerned 
wi th a prime  contr actor  being resp onsible  fo r an end item. I f  they  
were concerned with the  pr ime ca rrying  out his  qu ali ty con trol, his 
sch edu ling of  deliveries, all  of  these th ing s make it a hig hly  com
pli ca ted  problem to cope with.

Mr.  R oback. Since  the  bu lk of the  use of these presses, either 
th roug h first,  second,  th ird,  or  othe r tier  sub con trac t work goes into  
Government  con tracts , rea lly , wh at  you are  do ing ; you are  collect
ing  re nta l off th e Navy and all  t he othe r services, and  you are  m aking  
a lit tle  money off th em. Does  th at  go back  into the  Air  Force?

Mr. Mun  ves. No. Unf or tuna te ly  t ha t goes into  the Treas ury .
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Mr. Roback. B ut i t is a book keeping ar ran geme nt,  because by  virtue  

of  ownership, you do no t have a ny special advan tage. In  o ther  words , 
the  contr ac tor pay s y ou ren t an d cha rges the  N avy  fo r the  cost of  th e 
ren t?

Mr. Munves. Th at  is tru e. I wou ld like,  however, to emphasize  
that  th is whole  prog ram is not one, rea lly , o f commerc ial choice. We 
entered into the  program , as will  be establis hed  by  th e prep ared  m ate 
ria l, because we sought to lay  an indu str ial  base fo r heavy forg ing 
equ ipm ent  which indu str y did  not pro vide in th is country  and whi ch 
we discovered the  Germa ns ha d du rin g Worl d W ar  I I.  In  oth er 
words, to int rod uce  it into th is  country , we had to sponsor it, you 
might say,  even tho ugh it invo lved  the  use of  ap prop ria ted fun ds  to 
undertake  this. We trie d to lay  a co mmercial  base th at  would be se lf- 
sus tainin g. As you pointed out in your questio ning, what kind of a 
re tu rn  di d we get. Th is is the  sit uation.

Mr. H artung. Let me make a sta tem ent  on the  ret urn.  We speak 
of a lit tle  ret urn. Th is prog ram, if  we d id not have  it, we wou ld not  
have  been able to do the  thing s we have done in the ai rc ra ft  pro gra m.  
As a good inst ance is the  wet  wing  of  the  B-5 2, which we could not 
have done without these presses .

Ju st  based  on t ha t prog ram alone , we be lieve paid for t he presses .
Mr. Roback. I s the  A ir  Fo rce  the ma jor benefic iary of the  end items 

now ?
Mr. H artung. Yes; at th is po int , except fo r the SA TS  pro gra m,  

possible.
Mr. R oback. Le t's suppose the  A rmy has a lot of vehicles where th ey 

need extrusions fro m these  bi g presses. Sup pos e the Army  goes craz y 
with vehic les and they are  the  big ges t user. The n maybe they oug ht 
to  be th e owner.

Mr. H artung. We wou ld like  to neg otiate  a tran sfer  o f the presses 
wi th them as  well as with the  Navy.

Mr. W ilk ins on . Le t the  record  show th at  he offered them to the  
Navy and we decl ined.

Mr. Roback. Mr.  C ha irm an , on that ha pp y note  an d in  view of  you r 
pre ssing time requirements, we wil l suspend.

Mr. Holifield. Gentlemen , we wa nt to than k each of you who have  
app ear ed  here  these  two mo rnings fo r your  appear anc e here and  y our 
fine cooperatio n with the  staff, both in the inv est iga tive per iod  and  
du rin g the  test imony. We will keep  the record open fo r such con tact s 
as the  staf f mav  need fo r doc ument ation and  oth er clar ificatio n for , 
say.  a couple of weeks and hope we will continue to receive the  same 
coo pera tion .

Adm iral  F awkes. Mr . Ch air man , th an k you very  much  for le tti ng  
us ap pe ar  befo re your  subcomm ittee  an d the  courtesies  you h ave  shown 
us. We shall  ce rta inly  be most ha pp y to continue su pp ly ing any  
inf orma tio n you  w ant , sir.

Mr. H olifield. The meetin g is  adjourne d.
(W hereu pon, at 12 noon,  the  sub committ ee adjou rne d, subje ct to  th e 

call of the C ha ir. )





A P P E N D I X

Comptroller Gene ral  Dec isi on  on H arvey Alu m in um  P rotest  Aga ins t A ward to W as hing to n A lum in um  Co., I nc ., U nder IFB -156-141-64
Comptroller Genera l of th e  Unit ed  States,

Washington, Janua ry 27 ,1964-B-152911.
H arvey A l u m in u m ,
1001 Connecticut Avenue NW.,Washington, D.C.

Gen tl em en  : By telegram date d November 15, 1963, you protested  again st the award of a con trac t to Wash ington Aluminum Co., Inc., under inv itat ion  No. IFB-156-141-64, on the basis  th at  Washington’s bid was nonresponsive  to theinvita tion.
The invi tation, issued by the Naval Air Engineering Center, Philadelphia, Pa., on September 3, 1963. requested bids on a qua nti ty of pal let and mat assembly, AM-2 airfield matting, for  shipm ent at  Government expense to dest inat ions to be specified a t a la te r date.  Nine bids were  received and opened on October 21, 1963. and i t appeared th at  the  fir st two low bids were nonresponsive to  th e in vitation requirements. Wash ington  subm itted  the  nex t lowest bid in the tota l amount  of $7,791,375 followed by your  bid in the tot al amount of $7,871,025. Washington’s bid w as complete excep t in two respec ts:1. Washington faile d to furnis h an affidavit as to affiliates as requested on page 10 of the invi ta tio n; and

2. Wash ington  faile d to furnish all of the  info rmation called for  by the invitation clause on page 7 enti tled  “Place  of Del ivery: Origin.”Concerning No. 1. above, we considered  the  same conten tion in our  decision reported at  39 Comp. Gen. 881, and held th at  the  fai lur e to subm it an affidavit of affiliates is a devia tion which goes to the  dete rmination  of a bidd er’s responsibility, ra ther  tha n to the  respons iveness  of its bid which may be waived notwithstanding the stat eme nt in the inv itat ion  that  such fai lure may res ult  in the reject ion of the bid.
Page 7 of Washington’s bid was a s foll ows:“Place of del ive ry: Origin
“ (a)  The arti cles to be furnish ed hereun der  shall be delivered fre e of expense to the  Government and, at  the  Government’s option, (i) loaded,  blocked, and braced on bo ard carri er’s equipment, (ii ) at  the fre igh t station, or (ii i) placed on wharf  of water  carri er  (where ma ter ial  will orig inate with in or adjacent to a port  area and is adaptable  to water  movement), at  or near con trac tor' s plant a t

“ (1) Enterpr ise,  Ala.
“ (Bidder insert city or town  in which pla nt is located)

“ (2 )------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
“ (Bidder ins ert  exact location of privat e siding or nearest  rai l term inal  from which rail  shipment will be made, toge ther  with  the name of serving rail road  (s )).

“ (3) Enterpr ise,  Ala.. Washington Aluminum Co., Inc., Pl an t
“ (Bidder insert  the  exac t location from which truc k shipments will be made, including the name of the str ee t or highway), and“(4 )------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
“ (Bidder ins ert  the  port, or the  specific area with in such port, to which supplies will be delivered),

“for shipm ent at  Government expense (normally on Government bill of lading to des tinat ions  to be specified at a  la ter date.
77
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“ (b) The method of shipm ent shal l be specified by the Government when 
material is read y for  shipment.

“ (c) The Government shall  have  the right to change the destin ation(s)  
specified herein. Any adjustment in con trac t price  or time of delivery  due to 
resu lting changes  in packing  or marking shall  be subject to the  clause  of this  
contrac t en title d ‘Changes’.”

It  will be noted th at  Washington  failed to show it s p riva te r ail siding  or neare st 
ra il term inal from which shipment would be made or the port  or specific area 
with in the port  to which the  supp lies would be delivered. However, Washington 
did show the  location of its pla nt and the  point from which truck shipments 
would be made.

The inv itat ion  advised  bidde rs th at  the  dest inat ions  of the  end items were  
not known at  that  time. Hence, transp ortation costs applicable to each bid 
were not fac tors in the  evalu ation  of bids. This  is evident from the fac t that  
transp ortation data, such as weights, modes of shipment , etc., wrere not requested 
by the  inv itat ion  or provided for  there in. Fur thermore, the invi tation did not 
conta in a gua ranteed  shipping weight clause which would have been necessary 
unde r par agr aph  1305.1 (iii) of the  Armed Services Procurement Regula tion if 
transp ortation  costs were to be considered in the  evalu ation  of bids.

The competitive bid sta tu te  codified as 10 U.S.C. 2305 requires that  the awa rd 
of a con trac t be made to tha t responsible b idder submitting  the lowest responsive 
bid “price  and other factors  considered,” 37 Comp. Gen. 550. Generally, one of 
the othe r f actors  for considerat ion in the selection of a low bid submitted on an 
f.o.b. origin basis is the  cost to the  Government of tran spo rta tion to dest ination, 
even though the  inv itat ion  may not specifically so provide. In f.o.b. origin 
bids the  inv itat ion generally must provide for guaranteed shipping  weight in 
orde r th at  the  maximum cost to the  Government can be established, 38 Comp. 
Gen. 819.

In the circumstances here, however, it  appa ren tly was not considered practica l 
to take t ran spo rta tion costs into considerat ion in evaluating bids based upon the 
information  furn ished by b idders on page 7 of  the invitatio n. Hence, the info r
mation requested on page 7 as  to ra il and port faciliti es served no useful purpose  
and such information or the  absence thereof did not in any way affect the bid 
price  or the  bidder’s responsibi lity for  furnishin g the  end items in accordance 
with the inv itatio n.

Accordingly, we conclude tha t Washington’s bid was properly  fo r consideration 
notwithsta nding its  fai lur e to furnis h all the  info rmation called for on pages 
7 and 10 of the  invit ation, and the acceptance of its  bid as submitted i s not subject 
to quest ion by our  Office. See 39 Comp. Gen. 595.

Very tru ly yours,
J oseph Campbell,

Comptroller General of the United States .
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